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September 8, 2023 
 
 
PEC Community Partners Inc. 
406-56 The Esplanade,  
Toronto, ON M5E 1A7 
 
 
Re: Natural Heritage Assessment 
Project #: 1510436 
 
Palmer is pleased to submit the attached Natural Heritage Assessment report, which is the result of a 
background review, detailed field investigations from 2021 through 2023 and an analysis of data using the 
current scientific understanding of the ecology of the area, as well as the current natural heritage policy 
requirements. Based on the work completed, we have identified the natural environmental sensitivities, 
constraints and development opportunities of the Study Area.  
 
The ecological studies that commenced in February 2021 through to the early fall of 2023 and the 
assessment of natural heritage significance and environmental constraints has been used to provide 
guidance to the project team consultants (planning, design and engineering consultants) to develop a 
master concept plan that is predicated on advancing development on lands of low or no ecological 
constraint and providing the framework for establishing the limits of development.  
 
Based on the findings and recommendations of this study, it is our professional opinion that at the current 
master plan stage of design, the low and potentially moderate constraint areas that have been identified 
are in principle environmentally feasible for development subject to further design refinement and planning 
through the draft plan and subsequent stages of the development review and approval process.  
 
 
Yours truly, 

 
 

 
Dirk Janas, B.Sc. 
Principal, Ecologist 
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1. Introduction 
Palmer is pleased to provide a Natural Heritage Assessment (NHA) report that contains the results of an 
assessment of natural heritage features and existing environmental policies and provides an assessment 
of the environmental constraints and development opportunities for the Picton Airport properties (Figure 1 
– Study Area).  
 
The Study Area is approximately 304 hectares (ha) and is located southeast of Picton, on tablelands above 
the Marsh Creek escarpment. The Lands include Base31, located south of the Macaulay Mountain 
Conservation Area.  
 
The objectives of the NHA report consist of the following: 
 
• Provide a detailed characterization of the existing environmental conditions; 
• Identify development constraints and opportunities through documentation and mapping of natural 

heritage features, and interpretation of environmental policy implications;  
• Identify areas of high, medium, and low constraints with respect to developable land; and 
• Provide recommendations for next steps and where further study may be necessary.  
 
The information in this report can also be used to provide guidance for the Master Concept Plan and site-
specific development phases to inform the final limits of development and mitigation and protection 
measures in order to maintain the identified natural heritage features and functions. It is also important to 
note that the results of this assessment can be carried forward to Environmental Impact Studies for 
individual Draft Plans.  
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2. Environmental Policy Review and Site-
specific Implications 

The environmental policies applicable to the Study Area have been reviewed with specific relevant policies 
summarized in the following sections. The environmental policies of the Province, Prince Edward County 
Official Plan (OP), Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan, Quinte Conservation, and the provincial 
Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) have been considered. A summary for each policy’s site-specific 
relevance to the Study Area is provided. This analysis is used to provide an initial assessment of 
environmental constraints and opportunities on the site as discussed in Section 6.0 of this report.  

2.1 Provincial Policy Statement (2020) 

The Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) provides direction to regional and local municipalities regarding 
planning policies for the protection and management of natural heritage features and resources (Ontario 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2020). Section 2.1 of the PPS defines ten Natural Heritage 
Features (NHF) and adjacent lands and provides planning policies for each. Of these NHF, development is 
not permitted in:  
 
• Significant Coastal Wetlands; 
• Significant Wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; 
• Fish Habitat, except in accordance with provincial and federal requirements; or 
• Habitat of species designated as Endangered and Threatened, except in accordance with provincial 

and federal requirements. 
 
Additionally, unless it can be demonstrated through an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) or similar study 
that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions, development and 
site alteration are also not permitted in:  
 
• Significant Wetlands in the Canadian Shield north of Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E;  
• Significant Woodlands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. Mary’s 

River);  
• Significant Valleylands in Ecoregions 6E and 7E (excluding islands in Lake Huron and the St. Mary’s 

River);   
• Significant Wildlife Habitat;   
• Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest; 
• Other Coastal Wetlands in Ecoregions 5E, 6E and 7E; and   
• Lands defined as Adjacent Lands to all the above natural heritage features. 

 
Each of these natural heritage features is afforded varying levels of protection subject to guidelines, and in 
some cases, regulations.  The Study Area is in Ecoregion 6E (Crins, Gray, Uhlig, & Wester, 2009). 
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Site-specific Relevance to the PPS 
 
• As depicted on the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s (MNRF) Natural Heritage Information 

Centre (NHIC) mapping (Map A), the Study Area includes woodland features, and unevaluated 
wetlands. 

• Although no fisheries data was available through Land Information Ontario (LIO), the East Lake 
Watershed, Marsh Creek and other watercourses within the Study Area have the potential to provide 
fish habitat. According to LIO, these watercourses were identified as warm water regime habitats. 

• There are no Provincially designated significant features (e.g., Provincially Significant Wetlands, Areas 
of Natural and Scientific Interest) found within the Study Area, based on the NHIC map (Map A).  The 
Macaulay Mountain Conservation Area ANSI is found north of the Study Area.  

• The NHIC database identified the southeast portion of the Study Area (NHIC square 18UP2972) within 
the Picton Alvar (Figure 2). Alvar communities may be classified as Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) 
if they meet the criteria outlined by the MNRF. A full assessment and screening of SWH has been 
completed.  

• Habitat for Endangered and Threatened species is protected under Section 2.5. subject to the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act.  

 

 
Map A: MNRF’s NHIC Biodiversity Map of the Study Area depicts woodland features (green layer) 

and Unevaluated Wetlands (blue layer). 

2.2 Prince Edward County Official Plan 

The new Prince Edward County Official Plan (OP) was adopted by Council in February 2021 (Prince 
Edward County, 2021).  The OP came into full effect on July 8th, 2021. Among the OP’s principles, the 
County aims to maintain and enhance its Natural Heritage System. Components of the Natural Heritage 
System contribute to the conservation of biological diversity, quality of air, land, and water. These 
components include Wetlands, ANSIs, Woodlands, Valleylands, Watercourses, Shorelines, Water 
Supply/Groundwater, Steep Slopes, and Wildlife Habitat.  
 



Natural Heritage Assessment 
 

 

September 8, 2023 
Natural Heritage Assessment_Base31_Picton Airport_Sept08_2023.Docx 5  

To align with this principle, the OP has put in place a range of Natural Heritage System policies. The 
following are specific to the Study Area and the surrounding lands (OP Section 3.1.3): 
 
• Environmental Protection Designation (identified on Schedule A, see Map B):  

• Development shall not be permitted in the Environmental Protection designation. Further, 
development shall not be permitted on lands adjacent to the Environmental Protection designation 
unless the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated through and Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS) that demonstrates, to the satisfactions of the County, Quinte Conservation, and 
any other agency having jurisdiction, that there will be no negative impacts on the natural heritage 
features and areas or on their ecological functions.  

 
• Natural Core Areas (identified on Schedule B, see Map C):  

 
• The purpose of identifying Natural Core Areas is to maintain, and where possible improve, the 

ecological integrity of that area. 
• Major Development (commercial or industrial) outside of Settlement Areas and which requires an 

Official Plan Amendment will not be permitted. 
 
• Woodlands: 

 
• Development shall not be permitted within woodlands identified in Schedule ‘B’: Natural Features 

& Areas or any significant woodlands identified during the planning process through criteria in the 
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s Natural Heritage Reference Manual. 

• Development shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to the identified woodlands, unless the 
ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated through an Environmental Impact 
Study that demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the County, in consultation with Quinte Conservation 
and any other agency having jurisdiction, that there will be no negative impacts on the woodlands 
or on their ecological functions. 

• There are many large Woodlands outside of the identified areas, which also must be considered 
as part of the review of an application for development, particularly applications for larger scale 
commercial or industrial development. 

• For major development, specific analysis of woodland features within the development, and 
demonstration that proposed development will be sensitive to the protection of such features, will 
be required as part of the development review process. Where feasible, such development will 
seek to enhance existing woodland values through management and planting. 

 
• Wetlands – Other (identified on Schedule B):  

 
• Development shall not be permitted within an identified Wetland – Other feature. Development shall 

also not be permitted within 50 m of an identified Wetland – Other features unless the ecological 
function of the feature has been evaluated through an EIS that demonstrates, to the satisfaction of 
the County, in consultation with Quinte Conservation and other agency having jurisdiction, that 
there will be no negative impacts on the natural feature, or its ecological functions. 
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• Watercourses and Shoreline Buffers (identified on Schedule B): 
 

• Buffering of watercourses is important to ensure the protection of these natural function. Coldwater 
systems require larger buffers than warm-water systems: All watercourses, together with a riparian 
zone extending a minimum 15 metres from their shorelines or top of bank, are to be protected.  

• Permitted development proposals must be supported with an EIS in consultation with the MECP. 
This is to ensure water quality protection. The study will take into consideration the existing water 
quality of the water body, surface water run-off, impacts, and loading of phosphorous from septic 
systems, types of soils, stormwater management and nature of vegetation.  

 
• Fish Habitat:  

 
• Development shall not be permitted in areas of fish habitat except in accordance with applicable 

provincial and federal requirements. 
• Development shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to identified fish habitat unless the ecological 

function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated through an EIS that demonstrates, to the 
satisfaction of the County, in consultation with Quinte Conservation, and any other agency having 
jurisdiction, that there will be no negative impacts on the fish habitat. 

• Where fish habitat has not been comprehensively mapped, all water features including permanent 
and intermittent streams, headwaters, seasonally flooded areas, municipal or agricultural drains, 
lakes, and ponds will be considered fish habitat unless it is demonstrated otherwise by a qualified 
professional.  

 
• Endangered, Threatened Species and Species at Risk:  

 
• Development shall not be permitted within the of habitat of endangered species and threatened 

species, except in accordance with applicable provincial and federal requirements.  
• Development applications adjacent to identified habitat shall be subject to appropriate screening to 

determine whether they could negatively impact endangered species and/or threatened species or 
their habitat. Where there are potential concerns, the applicant will be required to address these in 
accordance with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. For major development, specific 
analysis of how any development activities are compatible with the protection of Species at Risk 
will be required by the County as part of its review process.  

• Where there are uncertainties regarding potential implications of any proposed development on 
Species at Risk, the proponent will be required to consult with the MNRF and demonstrate that 
they have had appropriate regard to the requirements of the Endangered Species Act.  

 
• Significant Wildlife Habitats: 

 
• Development shall not be permitted in areas of significant wildlife habitat, unless it has been 

demonstrated through an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) that there will be no negative impact 
on the habitat or its ecological function.  

• Development shall not be permitted on adjacent lands to identified significant wildlife habitat unless 
the ecological function of the adjacent lands has been evaluated through an Environmental Impact 
Study (EIS) that demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the County, in consultation with Quinte 



Natural Heritage Assessment 
 

 

September 8, 2023 
Natural Heritage Assessment_Base31_Picton Airport_Sept08_2023.Docx 7  

Conservation and any other agency having jurisdiction, that there will be no negative impacts on 
the wildlife habitat. 

 
• Source Water Protection Zones:  

 
• Official Plan Schedule ‘C’: Constraint Areas shows Source Water Protection Zones identified in 

relation to the public water supplies of various communities within the County.  
• Planning approvals shall not be given to proposed land uses dependent upon large sewage 

systems such as wastewater treatment plants, communal septic systems, and some types of 
industrial sewage treatment where they would constitute a significant threat to a drinking water 
supply in any designated vulnerable area. Exceptions to this policy may be made where all of the 
following conditions are met:  
• The proposed system is intended to replace an existing sewage system;  
• The proposed system would be more protective of the potable water resource; and,  
• Conditions of approval for the new sewage system will ensure that it does not become a 

significant drinking water threat. 
 
Site-specific Relevance of the Prince Edward County OP 
 
• The Study Area is within Urban Centre and Rural Industrial Land designations (Map B). It was noted 

that an Environmental Protection Area is found approximately 200 m northeast of the Study Area.  
• The eastern part of the Study Area is within a Natural Core Area (Map C), as identified with the purple 

boundary. In addition, areas identified as either Wetland – Other (green) or Coastal Wetland (teal-blue) 
are found along north-central and southern areas of the Study Area. The Macaulay Mountain 
Conservation Area ANSI was noted northeast of the Study Area. 

• Minimum buffer protection zones are required for the wetlands and watercourses found within the Study 
Area. These include 30 m for wetlands and 15 m for watercourses.  

• While identified significant woodlands (>40 ha) are not found on the Study Area, forested areas must 
be evaluated for potential significance using the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Ontario Ministry 
of Natural Resources, 2010). 

• Habitats of Endangered or Threatened species (SAR) must be identified, as do areas of Significant 
Wildlife Habitat including alvar.  

• Source Water Protection policies must be considered for the western portions of the Study Area (Map 
D).  
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Map B: Prince Edward County OP Schedule A – Land Use Designation map depicts the Study Area 

within Urban Centre (red) and Rural Industrial (blue). An Environmental Protection Area 
(dark green) is found northeast of the Study Area. 

 

 
Map C: Prince Edward County OP Schedule B – Natural Features & Areas map depicts the Study 

Area within a Natural Core Area (purple line), Wetlands – Other (green), Coastal 
Wetlands (teal-blue) and Valleylands (red).  ANSI (yellow hatching) is found northeast of 

the Study Area. 
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Map D: Prince Edward County OP Schedule C – Constraint Areas, showing Source Water 

Protection Areas (teal).  

2.3 Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan 

The existing Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan was approved by the Province in 1980. In January 2010, 
the Prince Edward County began the process of preparing a new Secondary Plan (the Plan) for the Picton 
Urban Centre and came into effect July of 2015. The Plan’s environmental management policies reflect and 
are consistent with the PPS and the Prince Edward County OP’s Natural Heritage System policies. 
 
According to the Plan’s Land Use map, most of the Study Area is found within the Heights Development 
Area (Map E). The following environmental policies apply to these areas: 
 
• Heights Development Area (identified on Schedule A):  

• Council shall ensure that new neighbourhood development is consistent with the town design, 
green infrastructure, and environmental management policies (section 4.7 of Plan) 

• Council shall require appropriate studies, information, and materials to be prepared in support of 
an Area Concept Plan (ACP) in accordance with Section 5.1.8 of this Plan. An EIS is required to 
investigate the possible presences of alvars in the Heights Development Area, and if identified, the 
measures necessary to mitigate the potential impacts of new development.  

 
• Town Residential Area (identified on Schedule A): 

 
• Council shall ensure that new neighbourhood development is consistent with the town design, 

green infrastructure, and environmental management policies (section 4.7 of Plan). 
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• Environmental Protection Area (identified on Schedule A): 
 

• The guiding policy is to: Preserve and enhance the ecological function and value of significant 
environmental lands in Picton-Hallowell. 

 
There are several implementing policies that guide the protection of EPA areas through definition of features 
and appropriate setbacks, determined through an EIS. 
 

 
Map E: The Secondary Plan’s Land Use Map depicts the Study Area within the Heights 

Development Area (blue) and Town Residential (yellow). EPA areas are in green. 

Site-specific Relevance to the Picton Urban Centre Secondary Plan 
 
• Environmental policies outlined in the County’s OP continue to apply to lands within the Heights 

Development Area. 
• EPA is found in the northeast corner of the Study Area. Additional EPA lands are found immediately 

adjacent to the northwestern corner of the Study Area (Map E). 
• Background data indicates the possible presence of alvars in the northeast portion of the study area, 

which has been assessed as part of the NHA and confirmed not to be present.  

2.4 Quinte Conservation Policies and Regulations 

Quinte Conservation regulates hazard lands including watercourses, valleylands, shorelines, and wetlands, 
including lands adjacent to these features under the Conservation Authorities Act, 1990 through Ontario 
Regulation (O. Reg.) 319/09 – Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to 
Shorelines and Watercourses.  These policies are administered under the Watershed Regulations (O.Reg. 
319/09) Policy Manual (Quinte Conservation, 2019).  The Regulation allows Quinte Conservation to prohibit 
or regulate development in regulated areas within its jurisdiction where the control of flooding, erosion, 
dynamic beaches, pollution, or the conservation of land could be impacted by development and in other 
areas where development could interfere in any way with watercourses or wetlands. 
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The Study Area is located within the Quinte Region Watershed, under the jurisdiction of Quinte 
Conservation.  
 
Site Specific Relevance of the O. Reg. 319/09 
 
• Lands regulated under the Quinte Conservation O.Reg. 319/09 occur throughout the Study Area, which 

are associated with the unevaluated wetlands (Map F). 
• Regulation limits shown in Map F may not be comprehensive and are subject to site review by Quinte 

Conservation. 
• The hydrological and ecological functions and importance of lands within the Regulated Areas will have 

to be identified and development within these areas will be subject to approvals and permitting from 
Quinte Conservation. 

• Valleylands/watercourses generally require a 15 m erosion allowance from the flood hazard, stable 
slope limit, or meander belt limit. 

• In general, development must be setback 30 m from wetlands >2ha, and 15 m from wetlands <2ha.  
Further hydrologic impact analysis may be required. 

• Consultation with Quinte Conservation is on-going as this study proceeds to an EIS. 
 

 
Map F: Quinte Conservation Regulation Limits within the Study Area (yellow layer). 

2.5 Endangered Species Act (2007) 
Species designated as Endangered or Threatened by the Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in 
Ontario (COSSARO) are listed as Species at Risk in Ontario (SARO).  These Species at Risk (SAR) and 
their habitats (e.g., areas essential for breeding, rearing, feeding, hibernation, and migration) are afforded 
legal protection under the Endangered Species Act, 2007 (ESA) (Government of Ontario, 2007). 
 
The protection provisions for species and their habitat within the ESA apply only to those species listed as 
Endangered or Threatened on the SARO list, being O. Reg. 230/08 of the ESA. Species listed as Special 
Concern may be afforded protection through policy instruments respecting significant wildlife habitat (e.g., 
the PPS) as defined by the Province or other relevant authority, or other protections contained in Official 
Plan policies. 
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Site Specific Relevance of the ESA 
 
• The NHIC database contained records of several SAR within the 1 km by 1 km squares (NHIC squares: 

18UP2773, 18UP2873, 18UP2972 and 18UP2973) encompassing the Study Area (Section 2.3).   
• The Department of Fisheries (DFO) Species at Risk map did not identify the watercourses within the 

Study Area as potential or confirmed SAR habitat.  
• The field surveys completed have identified Species at Risk including potential presence or the absence 

of SAR and associated habitat. 
 

3. Study Approach 
The approach to completing the Existing Ecological Conditions and Assessment of Constraints and 
Opportunities report was determined with consideration for existing site conditions, applicable policy, and 
through ongoing agency liaison. 

3.1 Background Review 
Palmer has reviewed relevant background material to provide a focus to field investigations and ensure 
compliance with applicable regulations and policy. Background information collection is guided by the 
Natural Heritage Information Request Guide (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2018). Current 
direction from the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) and Ministry of Environment, 
Conservation and Parks (MECP) is to gather natural heritage information and species occurrence records 
from available sources; the NHIC Make Make-a-Map application being the main source of information and 
records from the Ministry itself (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2022). Information gathered is 
recommended to be balanced and supplemented by professional ecological review of potential habitats 
and characteristics of a project site.  
 
Background review for the Study Area included the collection of relevant mapping and reports, including 
regulations and policies, and Official Plans; and the NHIC Make-a-Map application for species occurrences 
and designated area mapping. In addition to these sources, the following data sources were reviewed for 
the project: 
 
• Natural Heritage Information Centre (NHIC): SAR Records and natural heritage features (Ministry of 

Natural Resources and Forestry, 2022). 
• Land Information Ontario (LIO): certain data types including aquatic resource area (ARA) information 

is available through these publicly available data layers (2022). 
• Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Ontario: Provides range maps and other information regarding 

breeding birds in Ontario (Bird Studies Canada, 2020).  
• Ontario Reptile & Amphibian Atlas: Provides range maps and other information regarding reptile and 

amphibian species observed in Ontario (Ontario Nature, 2022).  
• Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO): The DFO maintains mapping of aquatic species at risk (SAR) 

habitats, including the critical habitat, occupied and contributing habitat ranges of SAR and Special 
Concern species (Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2023). 
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• Aerial Photography, including historical photos: Available on-line mapping sources were reviewed 
to identify current potential habitat types, biogeography and terrain.  

 
Following the Information Request Guide, MECP advice and direction should be solicited once Species at 
Risk (SAR) interactions or potential interactions are identified via field investigation and analysis. 
 

3.2 Agency Consultation 

As part of the study approach for the development of the Area Concept Plan for the Study Area, Palmer 
completed a Terms of Reference for a four-season Natural Heritage Assessment (NHA) (Appendix A). 
This TOR has been circulated to Prince Edward Country and the Quinte Conservation Authority (QCA) for 
review and input. These authorities have provided input into the scoping of this study, including the QCA 
participating in field visits on July 29, 2021 and June 15, 2022 to discuss relevant site characteristics and 
study methodology. 

3.3 Ecological Surveys  

Palmer ecologists have initiated a detailed ecological field investigation program of the Study Area (Table 
1), which is on-going through 2023.  The Quinte Conservation Authority (QCA) was in attendance on the 
July 29, 2021 and June 15, 2022 surveys, to discuss relevant site characteristics. These surveys were used 
to identify initial ecological features of the Study Area and complete a preliminary Ecological Land 
Classification (ELC). The ongoing collection of field survey data will allow Palmer to augment our 
understanding of the ecological features and functions of the Study Area. 
 
Table 1: Summary of Ecological Site Visits 

Field Survey Date Area 
General Ecology / ELC - Winter February 12, 2021 Airport and other lands 
General Ecology / ELC - Spring April 13, 2021 
Breeding Bird Survey May 26, 2021 
Amphibian Breeding Survey May 26, 2021 
Whip-poor-will / Nighthawk Survey May 27, 2021 
Breeding Bird Survey June 27, 2021 
Amphibian Breeding Survey June 27, 2021 
Whip-poor-will / Nighthawk Survey June 27, 2021 
General Ecology / ELC - Summer July 15, 2021 
QCA Overview Site Visit July 29, 2021 
Barn Swallow Screening November 30, 2022 
General Ecology / ELC - Spring April 22, 2022 204 Kingsley Road 
QCA Overview Site Visit June 15, 2022 
Winter Wildlife Survey March 2, 2023 Entire Study Area 
Amphibian Breeding Survey April 23, 2023 
Aquatic Habitat and Drainage Survey April 27, 2023 
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Field Survey Date Area 
Chimney Swift Survey May 24, 2023 “Commandant’s Residence” 
Amphibian Breeding Survey May 24, 2023 204 Kingsley Road 
Breeding Bird Survey May 25, 2023 
Amphibian Breeding Survey June 28, 2023 
Chimney Swift Survey June 28, 2023 “Commandant’s Residence” 
Breeding Bird Survey June 29, 2023 204 Kingsley Road 
General Ecology / ELC - Summer August 11, 2023 204 Kingsley Road 
General Ecology / ELC – Fall September 8, 2023 Study Area 

3.3.1 Ecological Land Classification and Flora 

Vegetation communities were mapped and described following the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) 
System for Southern Ontario protocols (Lee, et al., 1998) and unpublished 2008 update tables. Vegetation 
community boundaries were delineated on field maps through the interpretation of recent aerial 
photographs and refined in the field. Information collected during ELC includes dominant species cover, 
community structure, as well as level of disturbance, presence of indicator species, and other notable 
features. Botanical surveys were completed by traversing the site and recording species observed in each 
vegetation community. Provincial plant status was based on the Rare Flora of Ontario (Oldham & Brinker, 
2009) and the Natural Heritage Information Centre (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2022). 

3.3.2 Breeding Amphibians  

While it is expected that breeding amphibian habitat is found throughout the Subject Property based on the 
extent of wetlands and aquatic habitat present, three rounds of breeding amphibian surveys were 
conducted on the evenings of May 26 and June 27, 2021 and April 27, May 24 and June 28, 2023 to confirm 
presence and representation of breeding amphibians. The survey was completed following the protocols of 
Bird Studies Canada Marsh Monitoring Program (2012) and carried out at least one half hour after sunset 
and no later than midnight. Weather conditions were recorded including air temperature, wind, and 
precipitation.  Surveys were conducted during ideal conditions to the best extent possible, aiming for a night 
with high evening temperatures, low wind and low precipitation.  
Species were identified by call, and an abundance code for each species heard calling was assessed by 
the following the Amphibian Monitoring protocol: 
 
• Code 0: No calls heard. 
• Code 1: Calls not overlapping or simultaneous, number of individual frogs can be counted 
• Code 2: Calls overlapping or simultaneous, number of individuals can still be distinguished, number of 

individual frogs cannot be counted, but a reliable estimate of numbers can be made based on location 
and call voices 

• Code 3: Full chorus, calls simultaneous and overlapping, numbers of calling males cannot be 
reasonably counted or estimated  
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Table 2: Amphibian Survey Conditions 

Date Stations Surveyed Weather 
May 26, 2021 Stations 1-4  19°C 
June 27, 2021 Stations 1-4 25°C, 16 km/hr winds, 40% cloud cover 
April 27, 2023 Stations 1-4, 5-10 12 °C, <10 km/hr winds, 0% cloud cover 
May 24, 2023 Stations 5 and 11 9 °C, 10-20 km/hr winds, 0% cloud cover 
June 28, 2023 Station 11 19 °C, 8 km/hr winds, 50% cloud cover 

3.3.3 Breeding Birds  

Breeding bird surveys were conducted using a roving survey method whereby the entirety of site is covered.  
Thus, the site was walked such that the observer was within approximately 50 m of all parts of the site.   
The majority of the study area was surveyed in 2021, with the 204 Kingsley surveyed in 2023.  Palmer 
conducted breeding bird surveys on the dates given in Table 1, more than one week apart within the peak 
breeding season.  Surveys were conducted between 5:30 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. to coincide with the dawn 
chorus. Surveys were conducted under suitable weather conditions when wind speeds were less than 20 
km/h and there was no precipitation (date-specific weather is show in the resulting checklist). The surveyor 
used a site map to record all bird species and individuals seen and heard in the approximate location 
observed.  Any ‘fly-overs’ or migrants were excluded from the species list. 

3.3.4 Avian Species at Risk  

For avian Species at Risk that cannot be recorded through regular breeding surveys the following additional 
surveys were conducted. 
 
Whip-poor-will surveys were conducted on two nights when the moon was close to full (May 25 and June 
27, 2021).  The weather on these days was: 19oC, no data; 25oC, wind 16 km/h, cloud cover 40%. 
respectively.  Ten stops were made along roads, on the edge of the airport and in the interior on the first 
date and five stops were made along roads on the second data.  Should Whip-poor-will be calling, they 
would have been heard from these locations. 
 
Chimney Swift surveys were conducted at the only suitable chimney in the study area; that is at the 
‘Commandant’s residence’ the abandoned building west of County Road 22, just south of Kingsley Road,  
on two dates (May 24 and June 28 2023).  The chimney was watched for approximately a half hour before 
and after sunset.  Any Chimney Swifts in the vicinity or entering the chimney were recorded. 
 
A Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica) building screening of the airport facilities was conducted on November 
30, 2022. Due to the time of year (outside the breeding bird season), the screening centered on the visual 
observation of Barn Swallow nests and not the presence of breeding individuals. As requested by PEC 
Partners Inc., buildings 3, 7, 8, 20, and 26 (Figure 2) were examined on the Study Area, as these buildings 
are scheduled for or have already undergone significant renovations or demolition.  
 
Palmer’s ecologist conducted a visual inspection for Barn Swallow nests on the exterior and interior of the 
buildings listed above. This screening included an examination of potential nesting locations, which included 
but was not limited to the exterior overhangs on buildings and the interior rafters of the buildings. Binoculars 
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were used in locations where high ceilings and/or high exterior overhangs were present. A site 
representative escorted Palmer’s ecologist around the Study Area, providing interior access to the 
buildings.  

3.3.5 Aquatic and Fish Habitat 

The aquatic habitat assessment consisted of a survey of all permanent and intermittent watercourses on 
the subject properties. Data recorded during the assessment included stream morphology, flow regime, 
location of inflows, in-stream features, and habitat conditions. Also, while completing the habitat 
assessment, riparian characteristics, and disturbances to the natural environment on the Study Area were 
documented. 

3.3.6 Species at Risk and Significant Wildlife Habitat Assessment 

For the purposes of this report, Species at Risk (SAR) include species listed as Endangered, Threatened 
or Special Concern under Ontario’s ESA (Government of Ontario, 2007). The protection provisions for 
species and their habitat within the ESA apply only to those species listed as endangered or threated on 
the SARO list. Special Concern species may be afforded protection through policy instruments respecting 
significant wildlife habitat as defined by the Province or other relevant authority, or other protections 
contained in Official Plan policies. 
  
Prior to field work, existing SAR records were queried with the NHIC database and other online resources. 
Habitat opportunities for SAR on the site were then assessed by comparing habitat preferences of species 
deemed to have potential to occur against current site conditions. The species noted during the NHIC 
search and others known through professional experience to have potential to occur were considered in 
the assessment. 

3.3.7 Winter Wildlife Survey  

A winter wildlife survey was conducted for the Study Area, on March 2nd, 2023, to determine winter wildlife 
species, abundance, diversity, and utilization of the area. Weather at the time of the survey included an air 
temperature of 1C, 16 km/h winds, and full cloud cover. An older, compacted layer of snow (< 0.3 m thick) 
was covered by a thin, fresh layer of snow throughout the Study Area. It is Palmer’s understanding that the 
Study Area experienced two separate, light snowfalls on both February 28th and March 1st, 2023. These 
are considered appropriate conditions for completing surveys. An initial background review was conducted 
prior to the wildlife survey to identify native, or typical, species of the area. Palmer ecologists used the 
Animal Tracks of Ontario Field Guide (Sheldon, 1997) to identify wildlife species in the field.  

3.3.8 Incidental Wildlife Observations  

All incidental observations of wildlife were recorded by Palmer during field investigations. Incidental 
observations included direct sightings and indirect evidence such as nests, tracks, scat, and browse. 
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4. Existing Environmental Conditions 
Large portions of the Study Area in land parcels one to four are heavily disturbed and maintained (Figure 
2). The property has a runway, several hangars, and other buildings associated with the Picton Airport. 
Fields surrounding the runways are clear and appear regularly maintained. Previously cleared agricultural 
lands surrounding the airport (Map G) are now primarily covered in regenerating shrub and tree cover of 
Red Cedar (generally <4 to 5 m tall) of varying densities, from thickets to woodland and forested cover.  
Low areas surrounding watercourses and drainages find assemblages of taller, primarily deciduous trees. 
 
Several buildings are found at the eastern end of the 204 Kingsley Road land parcel (hospital site). 
Landscaping trees are found among the buildings and driveways.  The north side of that parcel is clear and 
level, the west side being open, the central area contains a sparse regrowth of Eastern Red Cedar 
(Juniperus virginiana).  Currently, the lands in this northeast corner (hospital site) are used as paintball 
playfields, and the buildings, open fields and Red Cedar regrowth areas contain obstacles/cover items such 
as old boats, RV’s and plywood structures related to those activities. The eastern side of the Study Area is 
mostly treed, with a combination of denser Red Cedar, and Red Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) in moister 
areas. A treed swamp watercourse skirts the eastern borders of the Study Area. A road allowance extends 
from the south end of the property, ending in open areas among additional dense Red Cedar. 
 
Review of 1954 historical aerial photography indicates that the Study Area has long held the airport, with 
lands cleared for agriculture surrounding the airport (Map G) (University of Toronto, 2021).  A surficial “scar” 
from a potential storm/sewer drain system can be seen extending northwest to southeast across the Study 
Area from the neighbouring MacAulay Village community.  Review of more recent aerial photography shows 
that most of the open areas have been regenerating and are partially to completely treed, primarily with 
Red Cedar.  Areas already forested in 1954 (darker areas on Map G) remain forested today, and drainages 
present a more diverse species assemblage, including deciduous species.    
 
A background review of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry’s (MNRF) Land Information Ontario 
(LIO) data was conducted, accessed online via Natural Heritage Make-a-map program (Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry, 2022). This review indicates that the Study Area contains woodlands and 
unevaluated wetlands (Map A). Further review of MNRF’s Aquatic Resource Area (ARA) watercourse and 
waterbody mapping, accessed via geospatial analysis software, indicated the presence of warmwater 
regime watercourses on the Study Area.  
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Map G: 1954 Air Photo of the Study Area 

4.1 Vegetation Communities 

Vegetation communities were mapped and described according to the Ecological Land Classification (ELC) 
system for southern Ontario (Lee, et al., 1998) and the unpublished 2008 update ELC tables. Existing 
environmental conditions are shown on Figure 2, with a general summary of communities provided below 
in Table 2.  
 
Outside of the cleared and maintained airport lands, the surrounding areas are largely a mix of Red Cedar 
shrub and tree cover vegetation community types. These are classed as thicket, woodland or forest, 
depending on the percent cover/density of the trees (Table 2).  The ELC system states that these types 
are common regeneration types over shallow soils, following clearance disturbances such as agricultural 
fields or pastures (Map G).   
 
Wetland communities were also found containing deciduous or mixed treed. Meadow communities were 
also present in the Study Area.  
 

Table 3: Ecological Land Classification Communities 

ELC Code Vegetation Community Label General Community Notes 
Terrestrial Communities 
ANTH Anthropogenic Lands These lands include the airport, developed portions of the property, 

hospital and other buildings, including driveways and lawns. Regular 
mowing and maintenance have a large influence on the vegetation 
assemblages present. A mix of landscaping trees were observed in 
the 204 Kingsley Road area including Sugar Maple (Acer 
saccharum), White Elm (Ulmus americana), Red Pine (Pinus 
resinosa), Basswood (Tilia americana), Eastern White Cedar (Thuja 
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ELC Code Vegetation Community Label General Community Notes 
occidentalis) and Manitoba Maple (Acer negundo). These areas are 
in regular use by the paintball activities. 

CUM1-1 Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow Regenerating old field meadow dominated by grasses and forbs.  
CUM1-1a Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow This area is a regularly maintained and mowed old field meadow 

dominated by grasses and forbs. 
CUM1-1b Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow This area is also regularly maintained and is scattered with cover 

structures associated with paintball activity (Photo A). Scattered 
landscape trees are observed, similar to the ANTH area. 

CUM1-1c Dry-Moist Old Field Meadow Prior to fieldwork, this area was speculated to be a small marsh area. 
However, upon inspection, the topography was seen to be raised 
rather than sunk. With some variability of terrain, this is speculated 
to be a former dump area and is recommended to be investigated 
(Photo B). The open area is infested with Dog-strangling Vine 
(Vincetoxicum rossicum) – an invasive species, while it is ringed by 
shrubs. Non-natives include European Buckthorn (Rhamnus 
cathartica) and Tartarian Honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica) – both also 
invasive, and native species include Cherry (Prunus) and 
sparse/shorter Red Cedar. There were fresh deer tracks and Hare 
pellets observed in this area, including a well-developed “run” 
towards the watercourse. 

CUS1 Cultural Savannah Interspersed within the paintball playing fields are areas of sparse 
Red Cedar (Photo A). Certainly used for play cover, the ground 
cover of these areas is as disturbed as the surrounding meadow 
areas. 

CUT1 Mineral Cultural Thicket Areas dominated by >25% shrub cover with grasses and forbs. 
Common shrub covers include European Buckthorn and Prickly Ash 
(Zanthoxylum americanum); or Common Lilac (Syringa vulgaris) 
with lesser amounts of Red Cedar.  

FOC2-1 Dry – Fresh Red Cedar 
Coniferous Forest 

Areas of taller (to 8 m), denser (>60% cover) Red Cedar.  Significant 
Dog-strangling Vine was seen in the understory.  Shrub species 
include Tartarian Honeysuckle (Lonicera tatarica). Wild Bergamot 
(Monarda fistulosa) and Common Milkweed (Asclepias syriaca) 
were also observed. To the northwest of the Study Area, forested 
areas include taller (to 8 m), denser (>60% cover) Red Cedar. 

FOD Deciduous Forest Small areas of Maple (Acer) dominated upland forests were 
observed immediately in the south and southeast corner of the 
former hospital lands and along Clarke Road (Figure 2).  The south 
included a European Buckthorn (invasive) dominated understory. 
The southeast corner included an infestation of Dog-strangling vine, 
and a sparse cover of Tartarian Honeysuckle. This area is a fairly 
open upland area leading to the watercourse to the southeast of the 
hospital. 

FOD3-1 Dry – Fresh Poplar Deciduous 
Forest 

This community is found on the east side of the 204 Kingsley Road 
area, extending west towards the hospital, following the path of a 
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ELC Code Vegetation Community Label General Community Notes 
storm drain (see Section 4.2). Red Ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica) 
combines with Trembling Aspen (Populus tremuloides) as tree 
cover. During the  April 2022 survey, vernal pools were observed 
throughout, though grasses, sedges and Woodland Strawberry 
(Fragaria vesca) were observed on the forest floor. Eastern White 
Cedar is found at the margins before transitioning into Red Cedar to 
the north and south.  

THCM1-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar 
Coniferous Regeneration 
Thicket 

Much of the Study Area was composed of “scrubby” Red Cedar at 
about 40-50% cover.  Trees were generally <5 m tall.   European 
Buckthorn shrubs and assemblages of more common and invasive 
ground covers including Wild Chicory (Cichorium intybus), Wild 
Carrot (Daucus carota), and Brome (Bromus) grass are reflective of 
the regeneration from agriculture/pastures.   

WOCM1-1 Dry - Fresh Red Cedar 
Coniferous Woodland 

On the Study Area near the 204 Kingsley Road area, treed uplands 
included Red Cedar dominated at about 60% cover, with some shrub 
cover of European Buckthorn and/or Prickly Ash (Zanthoxylum 
americanum). Similar to other areas, trees were generally <5 m tall.  
Dog-strangling Vine was seen as an issue in some of these areas 
as well. Other areas were more open, with Red Cedar cover <25%, 
with a denser shrub cover of European Buckthorn and/or Elderberry 
(Sambucus) species.  Dog-strangling Vine was seen as an issue in 
some of these areas as well.  

Wetland Communities 
MAM/SWT Mineral Meadow Marsh/Thicket 

Swamp 
Spare Red Cedar is found over ground covers including Dudley’s 
Rush (Juncus dudleyi), Common Yarrow (Achillea millefolium), Flat-
stemmed Spikerush (Eleocharis compressa) and Timothy (Phleum 
pratense).  

MAM2 Mineral Meadow Marsh At the south end of the Study Area, a Reed Canarygrass (Phalaris 
arundinacea) mineral meadow marsh was observed.  Wild Chicory 
was observed; Red-osier Dogwood (Cornus sericea) and large 
White Oaks (Quercus alba)  formed the fringes of the wetland.   

SWD Deciduous  Swamp Lower draws in the Study Area are dominated by deciduous trees.  
Poplar and White Oak are dominant, though ash (Fraxinus), Maple, 
and White Birch (Betula papyrifera) were also observed, and Black 
Locust (Robinia pseudoacacia) (invasive) is an issue in some areas. 
European Buckthorn and Staghorn Sumac (Rhus typhina) are also 
found in the understorey.   

SWD2-2 Green (Red) Ash Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp 
 

This area surrounds a watercourse that skirts the central-eastern 
side of the Study Area. The watercourse enters the south side of 
Kingsley Road via a culvert (Photo C), where it meets a shrubby 
portion of the swamp, dominated by Red-osier dogwood and Pussy 
Willow (Salix discolor). The dominant tree is Red Ash, which 
becomes taller and denser as the watercourse travels south. The 
watercourse grows in width and volume as it proceeds south; at the 
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ELC Code Vegetation Community Label General Community Notes 
southeast corner of the Kingsley Site, the watercourse widens and 
slows, extending into treed areas, creating a still open water area 
within a Red Ash grove (Photo D).  
 
In most places, there is an observable lip/berm that separates the 
swamp from the adjacent Coniferous (WOCM1-1) and Deciduous 
(FOD3-1) Woodlands. 

SWD3 Maple Mineral Deciduous 
Swamp 

South of the hospital, a Sugar Maple dominated area is observed 
just at the property limits. This area was also observed to be 
inundated with open waters, though perhaps ephemerally. Water in 
this area is known to flow south towards an off-site storm/sewer drain 
outlet approximately 150 m south of the Kingsley site. 

SWD3-2 Mineral Silver Maple Swamp Similar to the SWD3, this swamp was found in a small depression, 
and was dominated by tall Silver Maples (Acer saccharinum). 

SWM Mixed Treed Swamp A mix of Red Cedar and deciduous trees was observed, associated 
with draw/watercourses. Beyond the southwest corner of the 
Kingsley Site, the ditch continues south. Here, a mix of Red Cedar 
and deciduous trees was observed.  

SWT Swamp Thicket Lower draws in the Study Area were dominated by tall deciduous 
trees, primarily Balsam Poplar (Populus balsamifera).  This area also 
included open/shrubby areas.   
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Photo A: Cultural Meadow paintball playfields, with adjacent Red Cedar savannah 

 
Photo B: Cultural Meadow CUM1-1c - showing elevated topography 
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Photo C: Culvert at Kingsley Road feeding SWD2-2 swamp 

 
Photo D: still waters of SWD2-2 Green (Red) Ash Mineral Deciduous Swamp 
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4.1.1 Alvars 

Alvars are a group of uncommon ecological communities, and have been assessed for potential presence 
within and directly adjacent to the Study Area, including the defined “Treed Alvar” (Figure 2) as identified 
from the MNRF background mapping data.  Alvars are found on thin to sparse soils (generally <15 cm) over 
level limestone “pavements”, giving a patchy mosaic of open rock and shallow substrates. These vegetation 
community types can be open, shrubby or treed; a unique ground cover species assemblage also signifies 
the presence of this type (Alvar Working Group, 1999).  
 
While “alvar” types may also be expressed by Red Cedar covers, Study Area surveys show that the soils 
are generally too deep for alvar pavement expression. Observable ground cover vegetation in the Study 
Area includes many invasive species, also suggesting that representation of regeneration types (following 
agricultural land uses as identified from historic aerial photographs) are more feasible, rather than alvar 
representation.  Within the “Treed Alvar” polygon identified from MNRF background mapping, there are 
deciduous and coniferous treed communities of varying densities and moisture regimes, while no open 
pavements or evidence of shallow soils were observed. No alvar indicator species were observed within 
this area (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2015).  
 
It is concluded that the conditions for treed alvar are not present in the Study Area, in the area indicated on 
Figure 2 or elsewhere.  
 
The  THCM1-1 - Dry - Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Regeneration Thicket in the southeast corner of the 
Study Area was also reviewed for alvar potential. This area was level and open, with relatively thin soils. 
However, exposed soils were gravelly and not open bedrock pavements. Alvar indicator Flat-stemmed 
Spikerush (Eleocharis compressa) formed an abundant to dominant cover, and Fluxweed (Trichostema 
brachiatum) was observed, which are alvar indicator species. However, four of five indicator species are 
required to indicate significance, and the area must be in excellent condition and fit in with surrounding 
landscape with few conflicting land uses (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2015). The area is adjacent 
to a roadway, and the Fluxweed appears to be observed in areas of material removal that may mimic alvar 
conditions. 
 
Based on the lack of indicator species and conditions persisting from past land uses, this area is also not 
considered an alvar. 

4.2 Flora 

From spring, summer and fall season surveys, 153 species of vascular plants were recorded within the 
Subject Property, including 86 (56%) native species, 47 (31%) which are non-native to Ontario, and 20 
species that were identified to the genus only due to the limited representation of key characteristics 
(Appendix B). The recorded presence of this percentage of non-native species is indicative of farming and 
past disturbance in the Study Area, including farming and airport/military activities. This is typical of 
developed areas in Southern Ontario (Morton & Venn, 1984). Similarly, Oldham et al. (1995) indicate that 
in southern Ontario plant communities, non-native flora presence averages between 20 and 30%.  
 
No listed SAR flora were observed on the Study Area (Varga, et al., 2000; Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Forestry, 2021). As mentioned above, alvar indicator species observed in the southeast THCM1-1 
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meadow, and included Flat-stemmed Spikerush (Eleocharis compressa) as an abundant to dominant cover, 
and Fluxweed (Trichostema brachiatum) was observed in sparse amounts, However, this is only two 
indicator species; four are required to consider the area an alvar.  

4.3 Surface Water Features 

4.3.1 Aquatic Habitat and Drainage  

Most drainage features and watercourses within the Study Area drain southwards and comprise a portion 
of the East Lake Watershed. East Lake is located approximately 5.5 km downstream of the Study Area and 
the hydrologic connection between the Study Area and East Lake traverses a landscape that is 
predominantly composed of agricultural lands. East Lake is a coastal lake separated from Lake Ontario by 
a bay-mouth sandbar that has accumulated over thousands of years from wind and wave action. Now, East 
Lake is connected to Lake Ontario via an outlet river. Water levels in East Lake and Lake Ontario generally 
coincide, except during certain times of the year when the Outlet River becomes plugged (Quinte 
Conservation, 2013). No background fish community, benthic, nor water quality data was available for the 
watercourses within the Study Area that are part of the East Lake watershed.  
 
The one watercourse that does not comprise a portion of the East Lake Watershed, is a tributary to Marsh 
Creek which drains westwards across Church Street (Highway 22). Marsh Creek gathers drainage from 
south and east of the Town of Picton and drains directly to Lake Ontario. Marsh Creek is primarily an urban 
watershed, but considerable forest cover remains on the steep slopes in the easterly and southerly portions 
of the watershed (Whitehead, 1998).  
 
From a review of the Department of Fisheries and Oceans’ (DFO) aquatic species at risk mapping, no 
aquatic species at risk are identified within the Subject Properties (Fisheries and Oceans Canada, 2023).  
 
The following are descriptions of the watercourse segments in the Study Area (Figure 3). These include 
the East Lake Watershed (ELW) and Marsh Creek (MC). Wetlands related to these drainages are also 
documented on Figure 3.  

4.3.1.1 ELW-1  

Reach ELW-1 arises south of Inkerman Avenue and Caen Court within a small deciduous swamp. ELW-1 
drains in a southeasterly direction through a series of small, braided channels within the swamp community 
(Photo E). Topography is generally flat with no visible banks present with a flat channel gradient. Channel 
roughness is high with dense vegetation present and riparian vegetation was characterized as continuous, 
extending greater than 50 m laterally.  Vegetation consisted of mature trees, shrubs, and grasses. During 
the April 27, 2023, site visit only small pockets of standing water were identified within trace amounts of 
flow between occurring between the pockets.  
 
  



Doc um e nt P ath: G:\Share d  d rive s\P roje c ts 2015\15104 - Te rc ot De ve lopm e nt Group\1510436 - P ic ton Airport\GIS (2023 P roje c t Consolid ation)\1_ Workspac e \Task 2 - Ec ology Figure s\Task 2 - Ec ology Figure s\1510436-3-1-We tland s, Wate rc ourse , and  Drainage  Fe ature s.m xd

ELW-1

ELW-2

ELW-3

ELW-4a

ELW-4

ELW-5

ELW-6

ELW-6b

ELW-6a

ELW-7

ELW-8

MC-1

MARSH
 C

REE
K

DIVER BELT DR

LONDON AVE INKERMAN AVE
ON

TA
RI

O 
ST

PR
OS

PE
CT

 A
VE

SOUTH ST

NORTH AVE

NERY AVE

COUNTY RD 22
CAEN CRT

AI
RP

OR
T 

LA
NE

KINGSLEY RD

CL
AR

KE
 R

D

0.59 ha

6.96 ha

5.54 ha

1.25 ha

0.55 ha

1.65 ha

P ROJECT

REF. NO.

TITLE

CLIENT

1510436-3-4

Figure 3

Base 31 Are a Conc e pt P lan

P EC Com m unity P artne rs Inc . 

0 100 200 300 400 500
METRE SCALE

North Am e ric an Datum  1983
Unive rsal Transve rse  Me rc ator P roje c tion Zone  18
Sc ale : 1:8,000
P age  Size : Tabloid  (11 x 17 inc he s)
Drawn: SM
Che c ke d : AA
Date : Se p 8, 2023
Sourc e  Note s:
Im age ry (2021) provid e d  by ESRI base m ap se rvic e s. Contains inform ation
lic e nse d  und e r the  Ope n Gove rnm e nt Lic e nc e  – Ontario.

LEGEND

Wetlands, Watercourses, 
and Drainage Features

Re ac h ID

Re ac h Bre ak

Drainage  Fe ature  (P alm e r, 2023)

Inte rm itte nt Drainage  (P alm e r, 2023)

P ipe d  Wate rc ourse  (d isplaye d  as
white  on figure )

Disc onne c te d  Line ar Are a of Stand ing
Wate r

Wate rc ourse 1

We tland  (P alm e r, 2021)

Conc e ptual Re gulate d  Are a2

Stud y Are a

1 - Ontario Hyd ro Ne twork (OHN)
2 - Quinte  Conse rvation Authority

ELW-1

NORTH
Z



Natural Heritage Assessment 
 

 

September 8, 2023 
Natural Heritage Assessment_Base31_Picton Airport_Sept08_2023.Docx 28  

 
Photo E: Reach ELW-1 existing as well-vegetated, braided channels within a Deciduous Swamp 

4.3.1.2 ELW-2  

Downstream of the deciduous swamp, reach ELW-2 exists within a large coniferous forest composed 
primarily of Red Cedar. Through drone imagery, it was identified that a portion of the ELW-2 reach 
backwaters northeast of the storage facility located at 247 Kingsley Road (Photo F).  
 

 
Photo F: Reach ELW-2 backwatering north of 247 Kingsley Road 

Next to Kingsley Road, Reach ELW-2 appears to flow along a single uniform flow path to a roadside culvert. 
No flow was observed at this location during the April 27, 2023, field visit. The channel area appeared 
uniform and well-vegetated, emerging from a dense riparian area composed of overhanging mature trees 
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and shrubs (Photo G). Riparian vegetation was generally characterized as continuous, extending greater 
than 50 m laterally.   
 

 
Photo G: Reach ELW-2 next to Kingsley Road 

4.3.1.3 ELW-3 

Reach ELW-3 is a relatively short segment (approximately 160 m) which traverses the Green Ash Mineral 
Deciduous Swamp (ELC unit SWD2-2 – Figure 2) located immediately south of Kingsley Road. At its upper 
extent, considerable standing water was noted on April 27, 2023, within several wetland pockets. Further 
downstream, segments of flow were noted approximately 0.75 – 1 m in wetted width, with deeper online 
pools and flanking pools reaching 0.25 m in wetted depth (Photo H). Due to the levels of observed standing 
water and flow within the reach, it is likely that the ELW-3 reach is supplied or partially supplied by 
groundwater sources. Channel roughness is high with dense vegetation present and riparian vegetation 
was characterized as continuous, extending greater than 50 m laterally.  Vegetation consisted of mature 
trees, shrubs, and grasses. The ELW-3 eventually terminates into a remnant storm sewer pipe outlet which 
is oriented in a southwestern direction. Before entering the storm pipe, additional flow is gathered from 
lands to the east (Photo I). These flows are not identified on background watercourse layers, but flow was 
observed on April 27, 2023, and appears to originate from the deciduous forest (ELC unit FOD) south of 
Kingsley Road.  
 
During April 2022 surveys, surface water was observed to be flowing into the storm outlet from both the 
north and south of the watercourse. This is speculated possible, as an open channel was observed 
approximately 3 m south and parallel to the storm sewer pipe, within which flows were seen flowing back 
east towards the watercourse. It is that at this point, the flows slow, allowing the stiller, open waters among 
the Red Ash that was observed. 
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Photo H: Flowing portions of Reach ELW-3 

 
Photo I: Water in the foreground coming from reach ELW-3, water in the background coming from 

the FOD community to the east, and all draining into the remnant stormwater pipe inlet. 
Picture taken looking eastwards 

4.3.1.4 ELW-4 and ELW-4-a 

Reach ELW-4 is comprised of two separate areas. One area is the remnant stormwater pipe which appears 
to facilitate the majority of drainage southwards to the ELW-5 located south of the Kingsley (hospital) site. 
The other area exists as a backwatered area that likely fills up during early spring when post-freshet 
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conditions are too great for the stormwater pipe to fully accommodate. The backwatered area can be seen 
from drone imagery immediately to the east of the existing stormwater pipe alignment (Photo J). The 
backwatered area was found flowing northwards at its northern extent back to the remnant stormwater inlet. 
The remainder did not appear to be flowing but was stagnant. The confluence with sub-reach ELW-4-a was 
observed (Figure 3) but appeared to be only supplying a small amount of flow.  
 

 
Photo J: Backwatered area of Reach ELW-4 can be seen from above. The observed stormwater 

pipe alignment is between the backwatered area and the Kingsley (hospital) site 
observable on the right side of the photograph. Photo taken looking southwards 

4.3.1.5 ELW-5 

Reach ELW-5 originates from a stormwater headwall positioned immediately south of the Kingsley 
(hospital) site lands (Photo K). At the outlet headwall two grates were observed, one appears to drain from 
reach ELW-4, while the other drains from reach ELW-6 (Figure 3). A large pool has formed next to the 
outlet headwall. 

Backwatered area 

General stormwater pipe alignment 

Kingsley 
Site 
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Photo K: Stormwater Headwall south of Kingsley lands 

The channel area is generally straight and uniform and appears to be previously blasted or drilled into the 
existing bedrock material, as rubble material appears to be piled up at the top of either bank (Photo L). The 
banks are generally steep but are generally well vegetated. Riparian vegetation was characterized as 
continuous, extending greater than 50 m laterally.   The reach displayed a moderate gradient and low 
sinuosity and degree of entrenchment. During the April 2021 site visit, groundwater indicators and fish were 
observed within the channel area.  This channel outlets into the mineral meadow marsh found at the south 
end of the Study Area, and appears to have overridden the natural meander prior to outlet.   
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Photo L: Reach ELW-5 looking southwards. The reach segment originates from an existing 

stormwater outlet headwall (as seen at the bottom of the photograph). Inset photograph 
shows outlet headwall facing northwards 

4.3.1.6 ELW-6, ELW-6-a, and ELW-6-b 

Reach ELW-6 gathers drainage from the western side of the Kingsley (hospital) site and directs it 
southwards towards reach ELW-5. Three separate reaches within ELW-6 were identified including ELW-6, 
and two smaller upstream reaches including ELW-6-a and ELW-6-b. Sub-reach ELW-6-a consists of a man-
made ditch that straddles the west side of the Kingsley site driveway (Photo M). During the April 27, 2023 
site visit the ditch line was dry; however, evidence of past flow was evident from some minor sediment 
staining was noted along the invert of the ditch.  
 
Sub-reach ELW-6-b was noted in background watercourse layers but was not noted in detail during the 
April 27, 2023 due to obstruction from thick vegetation. Reach ELW-6 is uniform and appears to have been 
previously dug or constructed and was found to contain water during the April 27, 2023 site visit. Reach 
ELW-6 appears to drain overland towards reach ELW-5; however, may also be partially facilitated through 
a sub-surface stormwater system as the ELW-5 outlet headwall contains two (2) grate openings with one 
out-letting from the ELW-6 direction (Photo N).  
 

Outlet headwall 
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Photo M: Sub-reach ELW-6-a, west side of Kingsley Site 

 

ELW-6 

ELW-5 

Outlet headwall 

Disconnected, 
straightened area 
of pooled or 
standing water 
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Photo N: Looking northwesterly, Reach ELW-6 is entering the picture from the left. The outlet 
headwall to Reach ELW-5 is located in the bottom centre of the picture with Reach ELW-
5 flowing away from it. North and northeast of the headwall exists several straig 

4.3.1.7 Unidentified linear features of standing water 

It should be noted that immediately to the north and northeast of the ELW-5 outlet headwall, two (2) 
straightened, disconnected areas of standing water were observed south of the Kingsley (hospital site) 
(Photo O). There were no observed upstream inputs, and the linear pockets of standing water did not 
appear to connect surficially to any downstream reaches.  
  

 
Photo O: Disconnected, linear features of standing water. No downstream connection to the wide 

hydrologic network within the Subject Properties was observed 

4.3.1.8 ELW-7 

Downstream of Reach ELW-5, the straightened channel gives way to an area of diffuse drainage where 
several natural and man-made channels convey flow towards the southern property boundary. The channel 
areas are generally characterized as defined channel segments with a low gradient, low sinuosity, and a 
low degree of entrenchment. Channel substrates, like many of the reaches in the Subject Properties, are 
obscured by thick grasses and detritus. Riparian vegetation is generally continuous but is dominated more 
by grasses and shrubs with fewer small and mature trees. Several channel segments are intersected by a 
small agricultural crossing complete with corrugated steel or PVC culverts (Photo P). Flow was 
considerable through the general area and deeper runs and pools were noted.  
 
At the southern property boundary, flows converge into one single man-made channel which directs flow 
southwards onto the neighbouring property. Offsite, flow appears to diffuse across a maintained pasture.  

Disconnected, 
straightened area 
of pooled or 
standing water 
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Photo P: Looking westwards, several man-made channels convey flow to the southern-most 

channel which conveys flow offsite to the maintained pasture 

4.3.1.9 ELW-8 

Reach ELW-8 is separate from the overall eastern drainage network that drains between Kingsley Road 
and the southern property boundary. Reach ELW-8 which drains southwards from one of the main runways 
associated with the Picton Airport (Figure 3). The channel segment originates from an outlet headwall that 
is heavily shrouded in dense thicket (ELC unit THCM1-1). The area is uniform and straightened and is 
characterized with a low gradient, low sinuosity, and a moderate degree of entrenchment. Channel 
substrates are large gravel to small cobble with some concrete debris. Reach ELW-8 was flowing well 
during the April 27, 2023 site visit and water was visually clear (Photo Q).  

Maintained Pasture 
(offsite) 

Southern man-made channel 

Channels draining from the north  
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Photo Q: The channel area is straight and uniform and is overlain by large gravel to small cobble 

substrates interspersed with concrete debris 

4.3.1.10 MC-1 

The one watercourse segment that is not part of the East Lake Watershed, is Reach MC-1 which drains 
westwards to Marsh Creek and the Town of Picton. Reach MC-1 is highly disturbed and appears to be used 
by off-road vehicles with deep tire-ruts noted along the surveyed length (Photo R). Standing water with 
minimal flow was noted away from Church Street but is disconnected at points due to disturbance from 
vehicular use. Channel roughness is moderate with dense vegetation present and riparian vegetation was 
characterized as continuous, extending greater than 50 m laterally. The reach is generally uniform and 
straightened and is characterized with a low gradient, low sinuosity, and a moderate degree of 
entrenchment. Reach MC-1 continues offsite onto adjacent private property before its confluence with 
Marsh Creek. 
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Photo R: Reach MC-1 with evidence of deep tire ruts along the surveyed length 

4.4 Amphibian Breeding Surveys 

Surveys conducted on the evenings of May 26 and June 27, 2021 and April 27, May 24 and June 28, 2023 
targeted potentially suitable wetland areas in the Subject Property at eleven locations. While numerous 
amphibian species were recorded, it is expected that the majority of breeding habitat is located throughout 
the Subject Property as ephemeral pools. Amphibian station and observation locations can be found on 
Figure 4. 
 
In total, six amphibian species have been recorded within the Subject Property:  
• American Toad (Anaxyrus americanus), Chorus Frog (Pseudacris triseriata), Gray Treefrog (Hyla 

versicolor), Green Frog (Rana clamitans), Northern Leopard Frog (Lithobates pipiens), and Spring 
Peeper (Pseudacris crucifer).  

 
One American Toad was recorded as an incidental in April 2021 and one individual in May 2021 within 
shallow depressions. One Green Frog was recorded as in incidental in June 2023 within the Green Ash 
Mineral Deciduous Swamp (SWD2-2), east of the former hospital. Gray Treefrog were heard in low 
abundance on May 2021 within the Dry-Fresh Red Cedar Coniferous Woodland (WOCM1-1) west of Clarke 
Road and SWD2-2 south of Kingsley Road in June 2023. Northern Leopard Frog was recorded in low 
abundances within the SWD2-2 in April 2022. Spring Peepers and Chorus Frogs were recorded from low 
abundance to full chorus in numerous locations throughout the Subject Property within shallow 
accumulations of water in April 2022 and 2023.   
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4.5 Breeding Bird Survey  

A total of 52 breeding season bird species were observed, though a couple of these species may not have 
been nesting on-site. (Appendix C).  Four bird communities were observed on the Subject Properties:  
 
1. those edge species that are generally disturbance-tolerant and often found in numerous habitat 

types. 
2. shrubland birds. 
3. species associated with anthropogenic areas. 
4. grassland birds.   

 
There were also some forest species recorded; however, the majority of these were observed in very small 
numbers and the observations were in scattered locations, thus this bird community was thought to be 
poorly developed. 
 
The most common species observed from the first group (edge/disturbance-tolerant) were: Song Sparrow 
(Melospiza melodia), American Robin (Turdus americanus), and House Wren (Troglodytes aedon) (in 
decreasing order of abundance).  This type of species was found throughout the site.  These species are 
common and widespread across southern Ontario. 
 
A few shrubland birds were found in high numbers: Eastern Towhee (Pipilio erythrophthalmus), Field 
Sparrow (Spizella pusilla) and Brown Thrasher (Toxostoma rufum). Other shrubland species were also 
present in smaller numbers.  These birds were found in shrubland (thicket) areas and or Red Cedar thicket 
areas. 
 
Some species highly associated with anthropogenic areas, in particular those that nest in buildings were 
observed; this is not surprising given the large number of older buildings both at the airport and at the 
Kingsley (paintball) property. Species in this category include: European Starling (Sturnus vulgaris), Rock 
Pigeon (Columba livia), Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica), Cliff Swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), Killdeer 
(Charadrius vociferus) (which nests in open areas cleared by people), House Finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), and Chimney Swift (Chaetura pelagica).  Starling and Pigeon where two of the most abundant 
species on the property.  The status of some of these species is discussed under the Species at Risk. 
 
While composed of a few species, a distinctive grassland community of birds was observed in the airport 
and adjoining grassland open areas.  In order of decreasing abundance on site, these species were: 
Savannah Sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna), Bobolink 
(Dolichonyx oryzivorus), and Grasshopper Sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum). 
 
Note that Savannah Sparrow is considered an area-sensitive open-land species.  Area-sensitive species 
are those which either require larger patches of habitat (whether grassland or forest) in which to breed or 
are more productive in larger patches of habitat.  Despite being area-sensitive, Savannah Sparrow is a very 
common species in southern Ontario in both active and abandoned agricultural fields.   
 
Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna) and Bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus) are also area-sensitive; they 
are discussed in Section 4.8.1 below. 
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No provincially ranked S1 through S3 (Critically Imperiled, Imperiled, and Vulnerable) species were 
recorded. 

4.6 Whip-poor-Will and Nighthawk Survey 

Whip-poor-will and Nighthawk surveys were completed on May  27 and June 27, 2021, as there is potential 
for these species in the Study Area. These surveys were done during the full moon portion of the lunar 
cycle, as per appropriate protocol (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2013). However, no 
observations were made on the Study Area.  

4.7 Barn Swallow Screening of Base 31 Revitalization District 

The Base31 Revitalization District buildings screened for Barn Swallow are shown on Figure 2. The 
findings of the Barn Swallow screening for each building are as follows: 
 
Building 3 
Construction was occurring within the building during the site visit. A large hole was also noted in a door 
window frame, which could provide Barn Swallow access to the building; however, no Barn Swallow nests 
were observed on the interior of the building upon inspection. No nests were observed on the exterior of 
the building either. 
 
Building 7 
Construction was occurring within the building during the site visit. No access points to the interior of the 
building were observed during the screening, which was further confirmed through the absence of Barn 
Swallow nests on the interior of the building. A Barn Swallow nest was documented on the west side of the 
building (photos below), under an exterior overhang (habitat confirmed). The nest was in poor condition 
and may not have been utilized in recent years. It is possible that this nest may be reused in coming years.  
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Photo S-K: Barn swallow nest found in Building 7. 

Building 8 
No nests were observed on the exterior or the interior (from what could be seen through the windows) of 
the building. Due to the building's condition, Palmer’s ecologist was unable to enter the building and 
therefore was unable to confirm that no Barn Swallow nests were present on the interior. There were many 
potential access points (i.e., holes in windows, the roof, doors, walls) for Barn Swallow to enter the building. 
As such, this building was deemed as potential habitat for Barn Swallow. Due to the fact that only a small 
number of Barn Swallows were observed in this general area during the breeding bird season, it is Palmer’s 
professional opinion that it is unlikely that any Barn Swallow nests would be present in the interior of the 
building.  Appropriate mitigation measures were implemented prior to the removal of this building.  
 
Building 20 
Binoculars were used during the exterior and interior inspection of this building due to the building’s height. 
No exterior overhangs were noted on the building and consequently no Barn Swallow nests were observed 
on the exterior of the building. No access points to the interior of the building were observed during the 
screening; however, the site representative did indicate that the doors to the building do stay open in the 
summer, which could provide potential access for the Barn Swallows. Upon inspection of the interior of the 
building though, no Barn Swallow nests were observed. 
 
Building 26 
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This building is currently occupied (main office) and no access points to the interior of the building were 
observed during the screening. As such, no Barn Swallow nests were observed inside. A Barn Swallow 
nest was documented on the west side of the building (photos below), under an exterior overhang (habitat 
confirmed). The nest was in good condition and has likely been utilized recently. 
 

 
Photo L and M: Barn swallow nest found in Building 26.  

 
In summary, Buildings 7 and 26 were confirmed Barn Swallow habitat. It is Palmer’s professional opinion 
that it is unlikely that any Barn Swallow nests would be present in the interior of the Building 8. Buildings 3 
and 20 were confirmed as not being Barn Swallow habitat. Should demolition or renovations impact nesting 
locations on Buildings 7 and 26, mitigation may need to occur. This compensation, should it be needed, will 
be outlined in the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the Study Area. 

4.8 Species At Risk 

Review of the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) Natural Heritage Information Centre 
(NHIC) databases show that several Species at Risk (SAR) have the potential to occur on the Study Area 
(Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2022).  These include:  
 
• Four-leaved Milkweed (Asclepias quadrifolia) – Endangered 
• Snapping Turtle (Chelydra serpentina) – Threatened  
• Eastern Meadowlark (Sturnella magna) – Threatened 
• Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) – Special Concern 
• Barn Swallow (Hirundo rustica) – Special Concern 
 
Four-leaved Milkweed was a species specifically considered in 2023 Spring/Summer/Fall ecology surveys. 
This species was not observed on the Study Area.  
 
Ecological surveys have determined that there is not viable habitat for turtle species on the Study Area. 
The near-surface bedrock does not allow for the accumulation of sandy substrates that turtles would require 
for nesting activities. Additionally, no turtles were observed during field surveys.  
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4.8.1 Avian Species at Risk 

Seven Species at Risk breeding bird species were observed on the Subject Lands (Figure 4). These were 
Threatened Species: Eastern Meadowlark, Bobolink, and Chimney Swift; and Species Concern species: 
Eastern Wood-Pewee (Contopus virens), Barn Swallow, Wood Thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), and 
Grasshopper Sparrow.   

4.8.1.1 Threatened Avian Species  

Approximately eight Eastern Meadowlark territories were observed on the site. These covered much of the 
airport lands and adjacent lightly treed lands. This species is found in grasslands, old fields, and early 
successional areas with scattered shrubs.  A single Bobolink territory was also found in the middle of the 
airport area.  This species does not tolerate scattered shrub habitat, but is always found in grasslands, 
hayfields and old fields.  Figure 4 shows the extent of the habitat covered by these two species.  The area 
of habitat has been shown, rather than point location data, as compensation for the removal of habitat of 
these two species is based on area of habitat and not number of pairs. 
 
In late May 2023, three Chimney Swifts were observed entering the brick chimney at the “Commandant’s 
Residence” (Figure 4). This species is an aerial insectivore and does not perch except at night or when at 
its nesting or roosting site, which is usually a chimney in an older building, or a mature tree in a forest.  On 
this same date, six swifts were seen circling around the house, but only three entered the chimney.  During 
the second swift survey, in late June, this species was not observed in the vicinity of the house, nor entering 
the chimney. Thus, it is thought that the chimney is used for roosting during the non-breeding season, but 
not for nesting.  This is still considered Chimney Swift habitat and any proposed removal would need to be 
consistent with the mitigation, compensation and approval requirements under the Endangered Species 
Act. 

4.8.1.2 Special Concern Avian Species 

One territory of the Special Concern Eastern Wood-Pewee was recorded the woodland/swamp to the east 
of the Kingsley paintball facility.  Although declining, this is still a common species found in deciduous and 
mixed woodlands of many types and sizes.  The single Wood Thrush territory was also recorded in the 
same area.  While less abundant than Eastern Wood-Pewee, it is still a common species of larger, usually 
deciduous, woodlands. 
 
Based on 2021 breeding season surveys and the numbers of foraging Barn Swallows, it was estimated at 
the time that approximately two to three pairs of Barn Swallow may be nesting in one or more of the 30 plus 
buildings on the site.  The selected survey of five of the smaller buildings found that two airport buildings 
(#7 and 26) contained Barn Swallow nests. A comprehensive survey of all the buildings has not been 
undertaken.  Any proposed future removal of building would require additional surveys to confirm presence 
or absence of nesting and identify any necessary mitigation. Note that a nest may remain in a building for 
many years but no longer be used.  As this species has recently been downgraded from Threatened to 
Special Concern, the approach to ‘compensation’ has changed, or may not apply.  Barn Swallow are a 
species of rural landscapes that usually nests on buildings and which forages over wetlands, meadows and 
fields. 
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The Grasshopper Sparrow is a species of dry grasslands.  One territory of this species was observed in the 
meadows surrounding the north airport runways.  This species is somewhat infrequently observed. This 
species habitat has been mapped in Figure 4. 

4.9 Winter Wildlife Survey  

A total of seven species were identified through tracks, scat, and visual observations, and are considered 
to be using the Study Area during the winter season. All species indirectly and directly observed in the 
Study Area are common to the region. No Species at Risk wildlife were observed during Palmer’s winter 
2023 survey. A greater abundance (i.e., number of tracks, scat, observations) of winter wildlife was 
observed within the eastern-most portion of the study area, where denser vegetation occurs. Evidence of 
the following species was recorded in the Study Area (Photos T-W):   
 

• Coyote (Canis latrans) - (2)*  
• Racoon (Procyon lotor) – (2) 
• Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus floridanu) – (2) 
• Red Squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus) – (1)  
• White-tailed Deer (Odocoieus virginiana) – (approximately 20)  
• Snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus) – (1)  

*(x): number of indirect/direct observations made 
 
A potential mammal den (likely American Mink (Neovison vison) or River Otter (Lutra canadensis)) was 
observed along the west bank of the north-south watercourse transecting the study area. Tracks leading to 
and from the den were unidentifiable due to access constraints.  
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Photo T. Raccoon (Procyon lotor) tracks observed leading away from a small pool of 

water (March 2nd, 2023).  
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Photo U. White-tailed Deer (Odocoieus virginiana) tracks (March 2nd, 2023). 
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Photo V. Snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus) tracks (March 2nd, 2023). 

 
Photo W. Potential mammal den along the west bank of the north-south watercourse 

within the central part of the Study Area (March 2nd, 2023). 
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4.10 Incidental Wildlife Observations 

While detailed wildlife surveys have been completed for relevant species, there are some notable incidental 
observations that occurred during other ecological surveys (Table 4). The most notable incidental wildlife 
observation at the Kingsley site was full choruses of Spring Peeper (Pseudacris crucifer) and Western 
Chorus Frog (Pseudacris triseriata), with occasional Leopard Frog (Rana pipiens) calls. These heavy 
choruses were observed at noon (rather than evenings). At this call level for two species, this area would 
qualify the SWD2-2 swamp as Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) – Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland) 
(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2015). 
 
Table 4: Summary of Incidental Observations 

Species Dates Comments/Location 
Reptiles 
DeKays Brown snake (Storeria 
dekayii) 

May 25, 2021 Airport Lane, just south of County Rd 22 

Green Snake (Opheodrys vernalis) June 27, 2021 North of Kingsley Road, north of path extending 
from paintball entrance 

Eastern Garter Snake (Thamnophis 
sirtalis) 

June 27, 2021 South-eastern shrub/forestlands 

Frog breeding chorus April 22, 2022 Full chorus of 2+ species in SE corner of 
Kingsley property – see above description 

Mammals 
White-tailed Deer (Odocoieus 
virginiana) 

February 12, May 
26, June 27, 2021; 
April 22, 2022 

Tracks and sign, primarily at the edges of the 
airport and open MAM2 area to SE. Well 
developed ‘run’ in the TCHM1-1c area at NE of 
Kingsley property.  

Coyote (Canis latrans) Multiple dates Airport area 
Eastern Chipmunk (Tamias 
striatus) 

May 26, 2021 Common observation 

Red Squirrel (Tamiasciurus 
hudsonicus) 

May 25, 2023 Kingsley property area 

Beaver (Castor canadensis) May 25, 2023 Workings near Kingsley property wetland 
Eastern Cottontail (Sylvilagus 
floridanus) 

April 22, 2022 Pellets in the TCHM1-1c area at NE of Kingsley 
property. 

Other 
Songbirds, American Crow and 
Woodpecker sp. 

Feb 12, 2021 Airport lands 
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5. Assessment of Significance 
5.1 Wetlands – Other 

Wetlands are considered a potential sensitive natural feature for the purposes of this report depending on 
their size and ecological function. There are no Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW) on the Study Area. 
Thus, all on-site wetlands would be considered as “Wetlands – Other”, following the Prince Edward County 
OP definitions. Depending on the size of the wetlands, these are protected features under the OP, and 
development within 50 m of a wetland needs to demonstrate that there features and functions will be 
protected (Prince Edward County, 2021).  A reduction to the 50 m setback may be permissible, should 
evaluation through an EIS demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the County, in consultation with Quinte 
Conservation and other agency having jurisdiction, that there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
feature, or its ecological functions. 

5.2 Watercourses and Fish Habitat 

Watercourses are a significant natural feature under the Prince Edward County OP, which together with a 
riparian zone extending a minimum 15 metres from their shorelines or top of bank, are to be protected 
(Prince Edward County, 2021). For this project, this has been extended to 50 m dues to the presence and 
connection of wetlands along the East Lake Watershed system, while MC-1 has been setback by 15 m.  
 
In addition, fish were observed in the channel (ELW-5), indicating that the ELW watercourse is fish habitat. 
Fish habitat is a significant natural heritage feature under the PPS and the Prince Edward County OP. 
Development shall not be permitted in areas of fish habitat except in accordance with applicable provincial 
and federal requirements. 

5.3 Woodlands 

Significant Woodlands in Prince Edward County are identified on Schedule B of the Official Plan (Prince 
Edward County, 2021). There are no mapped Significant Woodlands on or adjacent to the Study Area. 
However, there are large areas of woodlands on the Study Area that are dominated mostly by a dense 
cover of Red Cedar which is a very common woodland representation within the County that typically has 
low diversity. These woodlands still must be considered for their ecological function as part of the review of 
an application for development. The ecological functions of these woodlands would be discussed in future 
Environmental Impact Studies for individual Draft Plans. 
 
Outside of the areas that are part of the buffers and setbacks for wetland and watercourse features (Figure 
5), woodlands in the Study Area are largely regenerating Red Cedar woodlands or thickets, that as 
discussed are pervasive and very common in the County  and represented by areas where cleared farmland 
is no longer being used. These areas would not meet the criteria in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual 
(Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010). 
 
As such, woodlands on the Study Area are not considered a Significant natural feature. This would be 
confirmed at the EIS stage for individual Draft Plans, and the developable area refined if required.  
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5.4 Species at Risk Habitat 

A complete screening for SAR for the Study Area is provided in Appendix D. This screening includes 
species with potential habitats and those observed on the Study Area during field surveys. Of these species, 
there is confirmed habitat for Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink, and for Chimney Swift. There is also 
potential habitat for SAR bats.  
 
Habitat for Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink has been confirmed on the Airport Lands (Figure 4). There 
are provisions under O.Reg. 242/08 of the ESA to allow for exemptions under the Act. Alternative habitat 
would need to be provided and maintained to allow for development. 
 
Chimney Swift habitat was confirmed within the chimney at the Commandant’s Residence and the chimney 
should be preserved to ensure conformity to the ESA. Proposed removal of the chimney and related 
structure would require consultation with MECP regarding potential permitting or other authorizations for 
ESA conformity. Any proposed removal would need to be consistent with the mitigation, compensation and 
approval requirements under the Endangered Species Act. 
 
There is potential habitat for SAR bats wherever treed habitats occur. On the Study Area, the highest 
potential habitat occurs within the taller deciduous trees found along watercourses and building structures. 
Tree areas within the buffers and setbacks where there may be habitat for bats would consequently be 
protected via protection of those Significant Natural Heritage Feature areas. The areas with dominance of 
Red Cedars areas that encompass most of the Study Area are not considered potential habitat, as the trees 
are small and the needles create impediments to roosting. There may be the potential need for acoustic 
monitoring surveys occur at later stages of the planning process, when development applications are more 
advanced. Consultation with the MECP would be completed as part of advancing the earlier stages of 
development approval process.  

5.4.1 Special Concern Species 

Eastern Wood-pewee, Wood Thrush, Barn Swallow and Grasshopper Sparrow are all Special Concern 
avian species present in the Study Area that would be considered under the assessment of Significant 
Wildlife Habitat (SWH) (Section 5.5). However, Eastern Wood-Pewee and Wood Thrush are not present in 
sufficient numbers to warrant SWH status, given their relatively widespread presence in Ontario. Similarly, 
multiple nests of Barn Swallow would warrant SWH status; this is not the case for the Study Area. 
 
Grasshopper Sparrow is less common than above species and are covered under Open Country Breeding 
Bird habitat SWH considerations (Section 5.5.4), and habitat would be created via the exemption criteria 
for Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink. 

5.5 Significant Wildlife Habitat 

Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) can be difficult to appropriately determine at the site-specific level, as the 
assessment must incorporate information from a wide geographic area and consider other factors such as 
regional resource patterns and landscape effects. To help with site level assessments, the MNRF has 
developed the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules for Ecoregion 6E (Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Forestry, 2015). Planning authorities have the responsibility to identify Significant Wildlife 
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Habitat and it is uncommon that detailed identification and designation of SWH has been completed by 
municipalities and therefore ecological studies are typically completed at the study area level. The following 
provides the appropriate discussion of SWH for the Study Area. 
 
SWH is defined by the MNRF in the Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources, 2000) and Natural Heritage Reference Manual (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010) 
and includes the following categories:  
 
• Habitats of Seasonal Concentrations of Animals;  
• Rare Vegetation Communities or Specialized Habitat for Wildlife;  
• Habitat of Species of Conservation Concern; and,  
• Animal Movement Corridors.  
 
Criteria for the identification of these features are also provided in the Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria 
Schedule. Along with field observations, these criteria were used to provide an assessment and screening 
for wildlife habitat within the Study Area for potential SWH within and immediately adjacent to the property, 
as detailed in Appendix E. The following summary discusses the SWH components and Potential SWH 
that were identified as having the potential to occur within the Study Area.  

5.5.1 Bat Maternity Colonies – Potential 

Similar to SAR bat habitat (Section 5.4), there is potential for Bat Maternity Colonies when treed habitats 
occur. On the Study Area, the highest potential habitat occurs within the taller deciduous trees found along 
watercourses. These habitats would consequently be protected via protection of those Significant Natural 
Heritage Feature area. Note that the low Red Cedar areas that encompass most of the Study Area are not 
considered potential habitat, as they are not mature deciduous and mixed forests, and would not provide 
>10/ha cavity (roost) trees of >25 cm Diameter at Breast Height.  

5.5.2 Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland) – Confirmed  

In the wetland area in the southeast of the Kingsley site (Figure 4), two criteria species, Chorus Frog and 
Spring Peeper had Call Level Codes of 3 during the spring visit of 2023. This confirms the area as Woodland 
Amphibian Breeding SWH (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2015). This SWH type is provide 
protection as part of the required setbacks to wetlands and watercourse Significant Natural Heritage 
Feature areas. 

5.5.3 Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat – Potential  

Approximately 50 ha of grassland/meadow habitat is present in the airport area (Figure 4).  One 
Grasshopper Sparrow and eight Savannah Sparrow territories are found in this area and therefore there is 
potential for presence of SWH for Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat. The potential for representation of 
this SWH category would be further assessed in future Environmental Impact Studies for individual Draft 
Plans. 
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5.5.4 Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat – Potential  

Large areas of Red Cedar (plus Prickly Ash, Lilac, etc.) thicket are found throughout much of site.  Five 
Brown Thrasher, 15 Eastern Towhee, and 11 Field Sparrow territories were documented. These areas 
could be considered SWH for Shrub Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat. The Red Cedar thicket 
habitat is common in Prince Edward County and densities may be similar to many areas in the County. The 
potential for representation of this SWH category would be further assessed in future Environmental Impact 
Studies for individual Draft Plans. 

5.5.5 Amphibian Movement Corridors – Confirmed 

Watercourses in the East Lake Watershed are connected to the Woodland Amphibian Habitat, and would 
represent a movement corridor. These corridors would be protected via protection of these Significant 
Natural Heritage Feature areas. 
 
 

6. Environmental Constraints and 
Development Opportunities 

Environmental Constraints 
In the context of the preceding policy framework presented in Section 2 of this report and on the basis of 
the results of Palmer’s background research and detailed field investigations, the following assessment of 
constraints and opportunities for the Study Area are provided and illustrated on Figure 5. This information 
has been completed to provide guidance to the project team consultants (planning, design and engineering 
consultants) to develop an Area Concept Plan that is predicated on advancing development on lands of 
low or no ecological constraints and providing the framework for establishing the limits of development. 
Through further design of the Area Concept Plan to the draft plan stage, Palmer will continue to work 
collaboratively with the project consulting team to refine the development in terms of more site specific 
details and assessment of impacts with the establishment of protection and mitigation measures in order 
to maintain the identified natural heritage features and functions (i.e., locating of SWM ponds, buffer 
enhancements, establishment of short and long term protection and mitigation measure).  
 
A summary of environmental constraints and development opportunities associated with the Study Area is 
provided below: 
 
High Constraint – Environmental Protection Areas (EPA), Natural Core Areas (NCA)  
 
The types of environmental protection areas identified in the Prince Edward County Official Plan and Picton 
Urban Centre Secondary Plan include designations of Environmental Protection Areas and Natural Core 
Areas. This applies to Natural Heritage Feature components that include wetlands, watercourses, Species 
at Risk habitat and wildlife habitat. These NHF also have designations and potential projection through the 
Provincial Policy Statement and Endangered Species Act. Areas designated as environmental protection 
within the Study Area are generally non-developable lands.   
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High Constraint – Non-developable land (purple shading on Figure 5) 
 
In general, wetlands identified as “wetlands-other” and “coastal wetlands” that are not Provincially 
Significant Wetlands, require protection and a buffer setback of potentially up to 30 m for those wetlands 
>2.0 ha and 15 m for those wetland <2.0 ha. A feature staking with the Conservation Authority is anticipated 
to be required to define the limits of the wetland features. The exact limits, location and size of wetlands 
require further confirmation and the wetlands identified areas on Figure 5 are subject to change. 
 
The watercourse areas are also marked as a High Constraint, with MNRF mapping confirmed and refined 
with the continued aquatic habitat studies (Figures 5). The central watercourse reach has been identified 
as support fish habitat and is therefore a protected natural heritage feature. Other reaches of intermittent 
watercourses, piped watercourse, drainage features, and areas of standing water may have lower 
constraints (Figure 3).  
 
The identified significant NHF consisting of wetlands and watercourses are provided with buffers in order 
to protect and maintain their ecological features and functions. The 30 m buffers associated with the wetland 
and watercourse are considered high constraints. Subject to site specific assessment, some limited 
encroachment for grading may be possible provided that the buffer function is maintained and the NHF are 
protected.  
 
Natural Hazards (e.g., floodplains, steep slopes, unstable slopes/soils, unstable bedrock, and lands having 
organic soils, poor drainage, or a high-water table) are features regulated by Quinte Conservation. As 
Discussed in Section 2.0, QC regulates hazard lands including watercourses, valleylands and wetlands 
through Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 319/09. The Regulation allows Quinte Conservation to prohibit or 
regulate development in regulated areas within its jurisdiction where, in the case of the Study Area, the 
control of flooding, erosion or the conservation of land could be impacted by development and therefore 
consultation and potential permitting may be required. While some regulated areas represent high 
constraints with development prohibition, the level of constraints for some features or setbacks may vary.  
 
Species at Risk Constraints and Endangered Species Act Compliance  
 
Eastern Meadowlark/Bobolink Constraint (orange hatching on Figure 5) 
The defined Eastern Meadowlark/Bobolink is currently defined as a High Constraint area. However, there 
are provisions under O.Reg. 242/08 of the ESA to allow for exemptions under the Act. Alternative habitat 
would need to be provided and maintained per the requirements of the Act.  
 
Chimney Swift habitat was confirmed at the Commandant’s Residence. This building should be preserved 
to ensure conformity to the ESA. Proposed removal of the chimney and related structure would require 
consultation with MECP regarding potential permitting or other authorizations for ESA conformity. Any 
proposed removal would need to be consistent with the mitigation, compensation and approval 
requirements under the Endangered Species Act. 
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Moderate Constraint – Woodlands and Wildlife Habitat 
 
Moderate Constraint – Significant Woodland (yellow shading on Figure 5) 
 
Woodlands adjacent to the riparian area east of the Kingsley site are identified as areas of moderate 
constraint, as they would require further site level evaluation for potential woodland significance using the 
Natural Heritage Reference Manual in relation to specific land use scenarios in this area. This area as well 
as other locations such as the central watercourse (EW) could also be potential SWH types (amphibian 
movement corridors). The size, quality and function of this woodland area will be factors in determining 
whether this is considered a significant woodland and whether development can occur with no negative 
impacts through the full EIS process.  
  
The intermittent drainage located along the west side of the Kingsley property (Figure 3 and 5) has been 
identified as a moderate constraint, specifically relating to the requirements to maintain flows through the 
area for hydrological contribution to the down gradient wetland and watercourse. During a site meeting with 
QC on June 15, 2022, it was discussed that provide the conveyance of flow through this area is maintained, 
this feature could be altered. 
 
Moderate Constraint – Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 
Potential and Confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat is discussed in Section 5.5 and the following SWH 
components and Potential SWH have been identified as having the potential or confirmed presence within 
the Study Area.  
 

• Bat Maternity Colonies 
• Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland) 
• Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat 
• Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat 
• Amphibian Movement Corridors 

 
Each of these features represent a moderate to potentially low constraint. Development within SWH must 
demonstrate that there will be no negative impacts to their features and functions.  
 
Lower Constraint 
 
Areas identified as Red Cedar regeneration thickets are not believed to support alvar vegetation 
communities and represent a lower constraint areas. The anthropogenic and cultural areas are developed, 
maintained as airport facilities or paintball playfields, both of which are used during the growing seasons. 
As such, these areas do not represent ideal habitat opportunities, and are considered of low constraint. 
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7. Conclusion and Next Steps 
The completion of this Natural Heritage Assessment report is the result of a background review, detailed 
field investigations from 2021 through 2023 and an analysis of data using the current scientific 
understanding of the ecology of the area, as well as the current natural heritage policy requirements. Based 
on the work completed, we have identified the natural environmental sensitivities, constraints and 
development opportunities of the Study Area, which are described in this report and illustrated on Figures 
2 through Figure 5. Palmer has characterized and identified the limits of areas of wetland, confirmed and 
potential Species at Risk habitat, Significant Wildlife Habitat, and aquatic features including permanent and 
intermittent watercourse and drainage features.  
 
The ecological studies that commenced in February 2021 through to the summer of 2023 and the 
assessment of natural heritage significance and environmental constraints has been used to provide 
guidance to the project team consultants (planning, design and engineering consultants) to develop an 
Area Concept Planthat is predicated on advancing development on lands of low or no ecological constraint 
and providing the framework for establishing the limits of development.  
 
Through further design of the Area Concept Plan to the draft plan stage, Palmer will continue to work 
collaboratively with the project consulting team to refine the development in terms of more site specific 
details and assessment of impacts with the establishment of protection and mitigation measures in order 
to maintain the identified natural heritage features and functions (i.e., locating of SWM ponds, buffer 
enhancements, establishment of short and long term protection and mitigation measure).  
 
Based on the findings and recommendations of this study, it is our professional opinion that at the current 
Area Concept Plan stage of design, the low and potentially moderate constraint areas that have been 
identified are in principle environmentally feasible for development subject to further design refinement and 
planning through the draft plan and subsequent stages of the development review and approval process.  
 
This study provides the foundation for the project to continue to evolve towards the draft plan and 
subsequent detailed design stages in a manner that can protect and maintain the identified natural heritage 
features and functions. This will require continued dialogue with stakeholders including the approval 
authorities and public, and an ongoing collaborative approach with the project consulting team. Future site 
level detailed assessments will be completed as part of a future EIS(s) to inform the detailed design of the 
draft plan (e.g., final limits of development, detailed design and location of SWM ponds) and ensure that 
there will be no negative impacts to the natural features and their ecological functions from proposed 
development.  
 
As the project advances to the stage of a formal development application, further assessment and tasks 
need to be completed during individual EISs, to refine proposed mitigations based on specific Development 
Applications and associated Draft Plans:  
 

• Continued documentation of existing conditions and associated constraints and opportunities.  
• Maintain a current review and understanding of applicable environmental policies and regulatory 

requirements (given many recent proposed legislative and regulatory requirements). 
• Impact assessment in relation to the proposed Area Concept Plan and individual Draft Plans.  
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• Identification of the conceptual development limits and appropriate setbacks.  
• Identification of appropriate mitigation measures and recommendations 
• Demonstration of project conformity with applicable environmental policies and regulatory 

requirements.  
• Identification of any additional studies or refinements that would be required at the Draft Plan 

Application stage(s). 
• Identify further site level study requirements as part of the completion of a future EIS with 

recommendations that informs the detailed design of the draft plan. 
• Provide guidance and recommendations to be further assessed as part of the EIS to ensure that 

there will be no negative impacts to the natural features and their ecological functions from 
proposed development. 

 
It is presumed that the NHS / EIS and proposed mitigations would need to be refined based on specific 
Development Applications and associated Draft Plans. Therefore, the Area Concept Plan NHA / EIS will 
look to identify any additional surveys or refinements that may be required at later stages. 
 

8. Closure 
Palmer appreciates the opportunity to provide the NHA report to PEC Community Partners Inc. We trust 
that this provides enough information to make decisions regarding the Study Area.  Please feel free to 
contact the undersigned if you have any questions about this study.   
 
Yours truly, 
 

Prepared By: 

 
Angela Zhou, B.Sc. 
Ecologist 

   

        
Jesse Snider, B.Sc., EPt  
Ecology Project Coordinator 

 
Prepared and 
Reviewed By: 

 
Austin Adams, M.Sc., EP 
Senior Ecologist 
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Prepared and 
Reviewed By: 

 
Rosalind Chaundry, M.Sc. 
Senior Ecologist 

 
 
Prepared and 
Approved By: 

  
Dirk Janas, B.Sc. 
Principal, Ecologist 

 
 
Statement of Limitations 
The information contained in this report has been produced by Palmer using various sources of information, 
including the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry Biodiversity Explorer, provincial, regional and local 
official plan environmental policy, and a reconnaissance level site survey. Although Palmer has 
endeavoured to present you with information that is accurate, Palmer disclaims, except as set out below, 
any and all liability for any errors, omissions, or inaccuracies in such information and data, whether 
attributable to inadvertence or otherwise, and for any consequences arising therefrom. Liability on the part 
of Palmer is limited to the monetary value paid for this report. The report applies only to the address 
specified on the cover of this report, and any alterations or deviation from this description will require a new 
report. This report and the data contained herein does not purport to be and does not constitute a guarantee 
of the accuracy of the information contained herein and does not constitute a legal opinion. This report is 
solely intended to be used to focus further investigation and is not intended to replace a full site investigation 
or EIS.  
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Appendix B 
Flora List 

 
 

Legend:  

COSEWIC - Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada NHIC - Natural Heritage Information Centre 

SARA - Ontario Species at Risk Act List Coefficients (Conservatism and Wetness) ï Oldham et al., 1995 

SARO - Species at Risk in Ontario  
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Family Scientific Name Common Name COSEWIC SARA SARO NHIC Ranks Coefficient of 
Conservatism 

Coefficient of 
Wetness 

Global Provincial Exotic 

Typhaceae Typha latifolia Broad-leaved Cattail       G5 S5   1 -5 

Ulmaceae Ulmus americana White Elm       G4 S5   3 -3 

Urticaceae Urtica dioica Stinging Nettle       G5 S5   2 0 

Vitaceae Parthenocissus quinquefolia Virginia Creeper       G5 S4?   6 3 

Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape       G5 S5   0 0 

  Grass sp. Grass Species                 
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Appendix C 
Breeding Bird Survey Results 



Breeding Birds of Picton Airport/Kingsley Properties

National 
Species at 

Risk 

COSEWIC a

Species at 
Risk in 
Ontario 

Listing a

Provincial 
breeding 
season 

SRANK b

Area-
sensitive 

(OMNR) c
Picton Airport 2021

Kingsley and 
Vicinity 2023

Canada Goose Branta canadensis S5 1
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos S5 1
Turkey Vulture Cathartes aura S5 1 1
Red-tailed Hawk Buteo jamaicensis S5 1
Wild Turkey Meleagris gallopavo S5 1
Ruffed Grouse Bonasa umbellus S4 1 1
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus S5 2
American Woodcock Scolopax minor S4 3
Rock Pigeon Columba livia SE 10
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura S5 2 2
Cuckoo species * Coccyzus sp. S4 1
Chimney Swift Chaetura pelagica THR THR S4 3F
Downy Woodpecker Picoides pubescens S5 1
Northern Flicker Colaptes auratus S4 1
Eastern Wood-Pewee Contopus virens SC SC S4 1
Great Crested Flycatcher Myiarchus crinitus S4 1 1
Eastern Kingbird Tyrannus tyrannus S4 3
Cliff Swallow Petrochelidon pyrrhonota S4 2
Barn Swallow Hirundo rustica SC SC S4 3, 9F
Blue Jay Cyanocitta cristata S5 4 3
American Crow Corvus brachyrhynchos S5 1 2
Common Raven Corvus corax S5 2
Black-capped Chickadee Poecile atricapillus S5 8 3
White-breasted Nuthatch Sitta carolinensis S5 A 1
House Wren Troglodytes aedon S5 6 2
Wood Thrush Hylocichla mustelina THR SC S4 1
American Robin Turdus migratorius S5 9 4
Gray Catbird Dumetella carolinensis S4 2
Brown Thrasher Toxostoma rufum S4 4 1
European Starling Sturnus vulgaris SE 20 6
Red-eyed Vireo Vireo olivaceus S5 1
Nashville Warbler Oreothlypis ruficapilla S5 1
Yellow Warbler Setophaga petechia S5 1
Black-and-white Warbler Mniotilta varia S5 A 1 1
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapillus S4 A 1 2
Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichas S5 6 2
Northern Cardinal Cardinalis cardinalis S5 1 1
Indigo Bunting Passerina cyanea S4 1
Eastern Towhee Pipilio erythrophthalmus S4 12 3
Chipping Sparrow Spizella passerina S5 1 2
Field Sparrow Spizella pusilla S4 10 1
Savannah Sparrow Passerculus sandwichensis S4 A 8
Grasshopper Sparrow Ammodramus savannarum SC SC S4 A 1
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia S5 13 3
Swamp Sparrow Melospiza georgiana S5 5
White-throated Sparrow Zonotrichia albicollis S5 4
Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus THR THR S4 A 1
Red-winged Blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus S4 1
Eastern Meadowlark Sturnella magna THR THR S4 A ~ 8 1F
Common Grackle Quiscalus quiscula S5 2 1
House Finch Carpodacus mexicanus SE 1
Purple Finch Carpodacus purpureus S4 1
American Goldfinch Cardeulis tristis S5 1 2

F = Foraging only * Cuckoo species if heard only are not safely identified to species (this individual possibly Yellow-billed)

Field Work Conducted On: Date Temp (°C)
Wind 

Speed 
(km/h)

Cloud 
Cover 

(%)
Start time End time

Site visit 1 May 26 2021 18 19 60 5:45 am 8:30 am
Site visit 2 June 27 2021 22-26 70 5:45 am 10:00 am
Site visit 3 May 25 2023 7-10 <10 0 7:45 am 10:00 am
Site visit 4 June 29 2023 16 10 smoky 6:30 am 10:00 am

Number of Species: 53
Number of (provincial and national) Species at Risk: 7
Number of S1 to S3 (provincially rare) Species: 0
Number of Area-sensitive Forest Species: 3
Number of Area-sensitive Grassland Species: 4

KEY 
a COSEWIC = Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada
a Species at Risk in Ontario List (as applies to ESA) as designated by COSSARO (Committee on the Status of Species at Risk in Ontario)
END = Endangered, THR = Threatened, SC = Special Concern 

b SRANK (from Natural Heritage Information Centre) for breeding status if: 
 S1 (Critically Imperiled), S2 (Imperiled),S3 (Vulnerable), S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure)
SZB (breeding migrants or vagrants) and SR (reported as breeding, but no persuasive documentation) .
SE (exotic, i.e. non-native)

c Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR). 2000. Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (Appendix G). 151 p plus appendices.
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HABITAT REQUIREMENTS
SOURCE OF 

RECORD

POTENTIAL HABITAT 

PRESENT (Y/P/N)
RATIONALE POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION

AVIFAUNA

Bank Swallow

(Riparia riparia )
THR THR THR 1 S4B

The Bank Swallow is threatened by loss of breeding and foraging habitat, destruction of nesting habitat 

and widespread pesticide use. Bank swallows are small songbirds with brown upperparts, white 

underparts and a distinctive dark breast band. It averages 12 cm long and weighs between 10 and 18 

grams. The swallow can be distinguished in flight from other swallows by its quick, erratic wing beats and 

its almost constant buzzy, chattering vocalizations. They nest in burrows in natural and human-made 

settings where there are vertical faces in silt and sand deposit, including banks of rivers and lakes, active 

sand and gravel pits or former ones where the banks remain suitable. The birds breed in colonies ranging 

from several to a few thousand pairs (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2014).

OBBA N
There are no suitable vertical 

faces required for nesting on 

the Subject Property. 

None

Barn Swallow

(Hirundo rustica )
THR SC SC 1 S4B

The Barn Swallow is a threatened species, is found throughout southern Ontario, and can range into the 

north as long as suitable nesting locations can be found.  These birds prefer to nest within human made 

structures such as barns, bridges, and culverts.  Barn Swallow nests are cup-shaped and made of mud; 

they are typically attached to horizontal beams or vertical walls underneath an overhang.  A significant 

decline in populations of this species has been documented since the mid-1980s, which is thought to be 

related to a decline in prey.  Since the Barn Swallow is an aerial insectivore, this species relies on the 

presence of flying insects at specific times during the year.  Changes in building practices and materials 

may also be having an impact on this species (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2015).

OBBA Confirmed Habitat
Two buildings contained 

Barn Swallow nests

Removal of suitable habitat (airport buildings) within the 

Study Area itself should be completed outside of the 

breeding bird season (April 1 – August 31). 

Bobolink

(Dolichonyx oryzivorus )
THR THR THR 1 S4B

The Bobolink is found in grasslands and hayfields, and feeds and nests on the ground.  This species is 

widely distributed across most of Ontario; however, are designated at risk because of rapid population 

decline over the last 50 years (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2014).  The historical habitat of 

the bobolink was tallgrass prairie and other natural open meadow communities; however, as a result of 

the clearing of native prairies and the post-colonial increase in agriculture, bobolinks are now widely found 

in hayfields.  Due to their reproductive cycle, nesting habits, and use of agricultural areas, bobolink nests 

and young are particularly vulnerable to loss as a result of common agricultural practices (i.e. first cut hay).

OBBA Confirmed Habitat

A single Bobolink territory 

was found in the airport 

area

Avoid all vegetation clearing (including grubbing and 

removal of trees/shrubs/grasses) during the breeding 

bird season (approximately April 1 to August 31). 

Provision of alternative habitat to provide an exemption 

under O.Reg. 242/08.

Chimney Swift

(Chaetura pelagica )
THR THR THR 1 S4B,S4N

The Chimney Swift is a threatened species which breeds in Ontario and winters in northwestern South 

America.  It is found mostly near urban areas where the presence of chimneys or other manmade 

structures provide nesting and roosting habitat. Prior to settlement, the Chimney Swift would mainly nest 

in cave walls and hollow tress.  The Chimney Swift initially benefitted from human settlement; however, 

recent declines in flying insects and the modernization of chimneys are factors attributed to their current 

population declines.  As a threatened species, the Chimney Swift receives protection for both species and 

habitat under the ESA (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2014).

OBBA Confirmed Habitat

Three Chimney Swifts were 

observed entering the brick 

chimney at the 

Commandant's Residence

Retain the Commandant's Residence.

Common Nighthawk

(Chordeiles minor )
SC SC SC 1 S4B

The Common Nighthawk is an extremely well camouflaged bird that inhabits gravel beaches, rock outcrops 

and burned woodlands, that have little to no ground vegetation.  This species can also be found in highly 

disturbed locations such as clear cuts, mine tailings areas, cultivated fields, urban parks, gravel roads, and 

orchards.  As an insectivore, the primary threat to this species is the widespread application of pesticides 

(Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2015).  Special concern species do not receive habitat 

protection under the ESA. 

OBBA N

Species not observed on-

site during surveys. 

Incidentially heard north of 

the study area during 

evening surveys.

None

Eastern Meadowlark

(Sturnella magna )
THR THR THR 1 S4B

The Eastern Meadowlark is a bird that prefers pastures and hayfields, but is also found to breed in 

orchards, shrubby fields and human use areas such as airports and roadsides.  Eastern meadowlarks can 

nest from early May to mid-August, in nests that are built on the ground and well-camouflaged with a roof 

woven from grasses.  The decline in population of these species is thought to be at least partially related 

to habitat destruction and agricultural practices (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2014).

NHIC, OBBA Confirmed Habitat

Approximately eight 

Eastern Meadowlark 

territories were observed 

on the site

Avoid all vegetation clearing (including grubbing and 

removal of trees/shrubs/grasses) during the breeding 

bird season (approximately April 1 to August 31). 

Provision of alternative habitat to provide an exemption 

under O.Reg. 242/08.

Eastern Whip-poor-will

(Antrostomus vociferus )
THR THR THR 1 S4B

Once widespread throughout the central Great Lakes region, distribution of the Eastern Whip-poor-will in 

this area is now fragmented.  Although there is uncertainty about the causes of the population decline, 

the main threat is likely habitat loss and fragmentation.  Additional threats may include car mortality and 

food supply changes related to pesticides and climate change.  The Eastern Whip-poor-will is usually found 

in areas with a mix of open and forested areas, such as patchy forests with clearings, forests that are 

regenerating after major disturbances, savannahs, open woodlands or openings in more mature forests.  

Breeding habitat is dependent on forest structure rather than composition, although common tree 

associations are pine and oak, and it nests directly on the forest floor.  Its distinctive call can be heard at 

dusk or dawn during the breeding season, and whip-poor-wills heard singing between mid-May and mid-

July are likely local breeders (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada, 2009).

Professional 

Knowledge
N

Species was not recorded on 

the Subject Property during 

targeted evening bird surveys.  

None

Eastern Wood-Pewee

(Contopus virens )
SC SC SC 1 S4B

The Eastern Wood-pewee is classified as a species of special concern by COSSARO.  Their population has 

been gradually declining since the mid-1960’s (The Cornell Lab of Ornithology, 2015).  The Eastern Wood-

pewee is a “flycatcher”, a bird that eats flying insects, that lives in the mid-canopy layer of forest clearings 

and edges of deciduous and mixed forests.  It prefers intermediate-age forest stands with little understory 

vegetation.  Threats to the population are largely unknown; however, causes may include loss of habitat 

due to urban development and decreases in the availability of flying insect prey (Ministry of Natural 

Resources and Forestry, 2014).

NHIC, OBBA Confirmed Habitat

One Eastern Wood-Pewee 

territory was recorded the 

woodland/swamp to the 

east of the paintball facility.  

Avoid all vegetation clearing (including grubbing and 

removal of trees/shrubs/grasses) during the breeding 

bird season (approximately April 1 to August 31).

Grasshopper Sparrow 

(Ammodramus savannarum )
SC SC SC No Schedule S4B

Grasshopper Sparrow are specialized to open relatively short grassland habitat, preferably grasslands with 

relatively sparse cover such as those in areas of poor soils, including alvars, moraines, and sand plains and 

generally does not favour tall grass moist meadows. It will also breed in manmade hayfields and 

occasionally in cereals such as Rye (Secale cereale ).

NHIC Confirmed Habitat

One Grasshopper Sparrow 

territory of this species was 

observed in the meadows 

surrounding the north 

airport runways.  

Avoid all vegetation clearing (including grubbing and 

removal of trees/shrubs/grasses) during the breeding 

bird season (approximately April 1 to August 31).

Red-headed Woodpecker

(Melanerpes erythrocephalus )
END END END 1 S4B

The Red-headed Woodpecker is a medium-sized bird, with black and white colouring and a bright red 

head, neck, and breast.  Adults often return to the same nesting site year after year. Between May and 

June, adults often return to the same nesting site and females lay from three to seven eggs.  Habitat for 

the birds includes open woodland and woodland edges, often near man-made landscapes such as parks, 

golf courses and cemeteries.  The red-headed woodpecker is widespread across southern Ontario but rare 

(Ministry of Natural Resource and Forestry, 2014).

OBBA N

The forest community found 

within the Subject Property is 

unlikely used as habitat by this 

species due to the limited 

number of old, tall trees. 

None

Short-eared Owl 

(Asio flammeus )
SC SC THR 1 S2N,S4B

The Short-eared Owl is a medium-sized owl with a brown back, light coloured chest, and visible feather 

tufts on the round head that can be mistaken for small ears. This well-camouflaged bird is mostly seen 

during flight when the long wings and short tail are readily apparent. The short-eared owl is found in 

scattered pockets across the province where suitable open habitat, including grassland, tundra and marsh, 

can be found in sufficient quantities. Adults build nests on the ground in grassy areas and feed primarily at 

dawn and dusk on rodents and other small mammals in the surrounding area. Habitat loss is currently the 

greatest threat to the recovery of this species as prairie, savannah, and marsh ecosystems are modified or 

developed. Intensive grazing and early harvesting on farmlands can also affect this species by exposing or 

destroying nests during breeding season (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2015).

OBBA N
Species was not recorded on 

the Subject Property during 

breeding bird surveys.  

None

Wood Thrush 

(Hylocichla mustelina )
THR SC THR 1 S4B

The Wood Thrush is a species of Special Concern because of habitat degradation or destruction by 

anthropogenic development. The Wood Thrush is a medium-sized songbird, generally rusty-brown on the 

upper parts with white under parts and large blackish spots on the breast and sides, and about 20 cm long.  

The Wood Thrush forages for food in leaf litter or on semi-bare ground, including larval and adult insects 

as well as plant material. They seek moist stands of trees with well-developed undergrowth in large 

mature deciduous and mixed (conifer-deciduous) forests. The Wood Thrush flies south to Mexico and 

Central America for the winter (Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2014).

NHIC, OBBA Confirmed Habitat

One Wood Thrush territory 

was recorded the 

woodland/swamp to the 

east of the paintball facility.  

Avoid all vegetation clearing (including grubbing and 

removal of trees/shrubs/grasses) during the breeding 

bird season (approximately April 1 to August 31).

HERPTILES

Blanding's Turtle 

(Emydoidea blandingii )
END THR END 1 S3

Blanding’s turtles are threatened in Ontario primarily as a result of habitat loss and fragmentation.  

Blanding’s turtles spend the majority of their life cycle in the aquatic environment, using terrestrial sites 

for travel between habitat patches and to lay clutches of eggs.  These turtles prefer shallow nutrient rich 

water with organic sediment and dense vegetation.  Blanding’s turtles nest in dry coniferous and mixed 

forest habitats, as well as fields and roadsides (Government of Canada, 2015).

ORRA (2018) P

Occassional channels and 

reaches throughout the 

subject property may 

contain suitable aquatic 

habitat. 

Eastern Musk Turtle

(Sternotherus odoratus )
SC SC SC 1 S3

The eastern musk turtle is a small freshwater turtle with a highly arched shell and a dull black-brown body.  

These turtles are found primarily in slow moving water bodies with abundant emergent vegetation and 

mucky bottoms along the southern edge of the Canadian Shield.  Wetland drainage and shoreline 

development are among the most significant contributors to the decline in the population of this species 

(Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, 2014).

NHIC, ORRA (1987) P

Occassional channels and 

reaches throughout the 

subject property may 

contain suitable aquatic 

habitat. 











Significant Wildlife Habitat Screening

SWH Type Associated Species Associated ELC Ecosites Habitat Criteria
Presence 

(Y/P/N)
Rationale

Special Concern and 

Rare Wildlife Species

Any species of concern or rare 

wildlife species
Any ELC code.

Presence of species of concern or rare 

wildlife species.
N

Eastern Wood-pewee, Wood Thrush, Barn 

Swallow and Grasshopper are all Special 

Concern avian species present.

Pewee and Wood Thrush present in 

insufficient numbers to warrant SWH status, 

given their relatively widespread presence 

in Ontario.

Multiple nests of Barn Swallow would 

warrant SWH status; this is not the case 

here.

Grasshopper Sparrow is less common than 

above species, but covered under Open 

Country Breeding Bird habitat.

Amphibians Amphibians all ecosites assoc. w/ water
When Breeding Habitat - wetland 

confirmed
Y

Watercourses in the East Lake Watershed 

are connected to the Woodland Amphibian 

Habitat, and would represent a movement 

corridor.

Deer Movement White-tailed Deer all forested ecosites When Deer Wintering Habitat confirmed N
White Tailed deer are present on-site, but 

no LIO mapped habitat is present. 

Mast Producing: 6E-14 Black Bear Forested Ecositesin Bruce 

Penninsula

>30 ha w/ mast producing species: Cherry 

(berries), Oak, Beech (nuts).
N

Not in Ecodistrict 6E-14.

Leks: 6E-17 Sharp-tailed Grouse CUM, CUS, CUT on Manitoulin 

Islands

Grassland/meadow >15 ha adjacent to 

shrublands, >30 ha adjacent to woodlands. 

Low agricultural intensity.

N

Not in Ecodistrict 6E-17; species not in 

range.

Exceptions for Ecoregion 6E

Animal Movement Corridors


